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Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood

Hanford Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5
Richtand, Washington 98352

Mr. Joseph J. Witczak

Unit Supervisor

Regulatory and Technical Support Unit
Nuclear Waste Program

State of Washington

Department of Ecology

P.0. Box 47600

Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

Dear Messrs. Sherwood and Witczak:

CLOSE-OUT OF THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY
COMMENTS (TS-3-2, M-20-15)

References: 1. Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of
Deficiency for the 303-K Radicactive Mixed-Waste Storage /};;
Facility Closure Plan and the 304 Concretion Facility Notice ’/j?
of Deficiency Response Tables," dated November 6, 1990.

2. Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of
Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of E
Deficiency Response Tables," dated April 3, 1991. et

3. Letter, S. E. McKinney, Ecology, to A. L. Rodriguez, RL,
"Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Not1ce @gw
of Deficiency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991," dated™
February 27, 1992.

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations OQffice (RL) and the
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) are submitting the completed 304 Concretion
Facility Notice of Deficiency (NOD) response table to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Washington Department of Ecology rIQﬁ”)
(Ecology). This NOD response table includes the 68 written comments on \
Revisions 0 and 1 of DOE/RL-90-03, "304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan," and

the one verbal comment from Revision 2 of the Closure Plan. The basis of
determining completion of the NOD response table is discussed below. Also, RL

and WHC recommend that work on the final page changes to Revision 2 of the g
Closure Plan begin immediately. 27

At the November 17, 1993, Unit Managers' Meeting (UMM), the status of the
68 NOD comments from Revisions 0 and 1 of the Closure Plan was discussed
The 68 NOD comments were determined either to have been closed by
References 1, 2, and 3 or provisionally closed as of this UMM pending
Ecolagy's review of Revision 2 of the Closure Plan.
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Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was issued on November 30, 1993, for Eco1ogyusg;'”¢.

review. At the September 23, 1994, UMM, the Ecology Unit Manager verbally

indicated that the NOD comments (Number 1 through Number 68) from Revisions 0 f%‘d

and 1 of the Ciosure Plan had been adequately addressed in Revision 2 or in
the Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Permit (Hanford
Facility RCRA Permit). On this basis, all of the NOD comments (Number 1
through Number 68) from Ecology's review of Revisions 0 and 1 of the Closure
Plan, are considered to be resolved and closed as of September 23, 1994.

One verbal NOD comment on Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was provided by
Ecology at the September 23, 1994, UMM. This comment noted that the Closure
Plan Chapter 8, "Postclosure," did not include the notice to the local
land-use authority. At the October 13, 1994 UMM, RL and WHC verbally accepted
Ecology's comment. This single Ecology comment and the RL and WHC response
have been added to the NOD response tabie as Comment Number 69.

With RL and WHC acceptance of Ecology's last verbal NOD comment (Number 69),
RL and WHC consider the Closure Plan workshops and NOD response table to be
compiete. To prepare the Closure Plan for future public review and ultimate
inclusion in the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit, work will begin immediately on
the page changes required to incorporate NOD comment Number 69 into the
Closure Plan.

Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. E. M. Mattlin, RL, on
(509) 376-2385 or Mr. F. A. Ruck III, WHC, on (509) 376-9876.

S1ncere1y,

ames E. Rasmussen, Act1ng Program Manager
Office of Env1ronmenta1 Assurance,
Permits, and Policy
EAP: EMM DOE Richland Operations Office

William T. Dixon, Director

Environmental Services
Westinghouse Hanford Company

Enclosure:
304 Concretion Facility Notice of
Deficiency Response Table

cc w/encl: cc w/o encl:

Admin. Record W. Dixon, WHC

EDMC, H6-08 R. Jim, YIN

D. Duncan EPA D. Powaukee, NPT

M. Jarays1 Ecology S. Price, WHC

S. McKinney, Ecology R. Wilkinson, CTUIR
F. Ruck ITI, WHC

J. Bartz, GSSC
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STATE OF WasEINGTON
DEPARTMENT COF ECOLOCY

Suaii e G Whamman ssiudTi e {Jle < FHeml

Movember §, 1990

¥=_ Scaven H. Wisns

HanZfozd Projec
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.S, Depay=ment oI
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2.2, 3ox 530
2ishiand, Washingzon 99352

wey for ke 203-X Radiozctive MiIvad-was
losu-e Flan and the 304 Comcrecsicm Faeilizy
1cy7 Resctonse Tables

Re: Moviecas cI De
Storage Faclil
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s Zzology’'s comzments on the 303-X Radloaezive MiIxed-

This lactar tramsalcs

Weste Sctorage Tacilizy and the 304 Concracion Tacilicy Closuzrs Zlax
Vetice of Defizisncy Response Tablas of Cccober 1990,  The Resgomse
mz5les wers imdividually reviewed for compliamee with ZInal facilizy
sracus szindasss in the staca Dazgerous Wasca Regulations (Chapcars 173-
383 WACY.

AlTmough cthese tables were reviewed saparacaly, they weraz Isund o have
the same prizmary aveas of concern. These ave as fallows:

1. The changes proposed to acddress the lack o
slams will oot adequataly corzect their dafiziencies,

LT Y

£ detail in these
-

s clean closurs, the

2. Alzhough the staced goal for these sitas I
closura ssrategy ouslined will noc fulfill che gerlormance
scandarss of che Dangesous Waste Regulations oz clean clasuTe.

1. The qualizy assurance and quality comtTol remain inadeguata.

4. The RCRA/CIRCLA incagzation stTategy proposad Ior hese sizas
remains i{nappropriate and zusc be reevaluaced.

S Conzwsls for the heal:zh and safety hazazds associacted Wil
-adisagzive conCaminancs aze still noC adeguacaly addrassed.

The cleanup of ctiHe radicactive constiluencs rezains
inappropriacely defercad Irom the closure agiivizies,

CEIVED
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NGV 0 8 1SS

B DCE-RL/CCT
190--65-128
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T a3 -=questing that USDOLR/Wd respond to these comment ravigad

Closuce Plams. These Plans should be submizted no later than Januazsy
nozices,

1991. Should you have questions or concerTs regarcing ctheses o
slease concac:s Megan Lerchen of ay scaff ac (206) 438-308?

Slnce*e-y,

. /W AL

Tizochy L Nord
Hanford Preject Manager

?. Day - IZA, Richland
D. Duncan - IPA, Seaztle
T. Michalanz - Ecology, Olympia

T. Veneziane (AR) - wWdC
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sOTICZ QF DEIICIZNCY TOR
TEE 3Gh CONCRETICZN FaCIlITY
%GCD RISPONST TASLZ .OF CCTQBER 1590

5cvemoer &, 1990

oné ta the nusbers Zrsm .
12 dated Cezober 3, 1990 Praposals =zads in

The following zomments

Closure iz : e T 2
following comments are acceptad by Icology:
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Proposals wmade in cthe following commencs are acceptad by Zcolags

submission of furcher information as proposed in the USDOZ-AL/Wdl
6 11 13 14 15 18 25 30

on I
LW, B W ]

24
37 &0 42 sS4 58 62 67

(W]
—

S-opesals made in the follewing comments are not accepted Dy Zcology:

~¥

un

20 21 27 28 52 35 38 50

4 17
69 89
Ia numerous inscances changes o the closure plan 2Te propesac, ret the exact
language is not provided. Following cthis course will :asul:.zn USDQE/FNL
producing a document withou: specific guidance Irom Ecology. Ia ozdar o
ainizize The nuzber of corzections that will be necassary in the nex:t Tewvision
thin zhe sccge of

of che closure plam, the proposazéd changes will be addressed wi
ions Zor the Zallovwing

-

che Unic Managers Meactings. Provide dralt text Tevis
nu=bers €o Leology for discussion purposes:

4 11 14 17 13 23 25 27 32 31 42
54 57 58 60 65 :

It is ancicipatad that the above fissues will be the most diflicult o achiev
consensus becween the parties. Other issues may also cause confusiom; caxt
revisions for these may be provided co Zcology for commenc as well.

General Comments: USDOE-RL/WHC repearedly proposes development of clean closure
periormance standards that are noc in accordance with those stifulated
under WAC 173-303-610{2)(b). This is unaccepcable; the only closure
performance standards allowable undar the Dangerous Vaste Regulacisns fov
elean closure are those stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). Howvever,

while clean closure is a desirable goal in all cases, in some instances it

Day natT be feasible. If clean closure is noc actainable, chen ccmplianca

wich the requirements of WAC 173-303-810(7) cthrough -510(11) is necessary.

L, Compens=: This NOQD comment addéresses a nuaber of issues, these aT2 as
follows:
Fa

a. DOE-RL/WHC propeses, "1f dangerous constituents are detarmined co exisc
in concensracions above action levals and reevaluaczion of action levels
is not warrancted, remediation of the soil will be evaluaced under the
CZRCLA RI/FS process for che 300-FF-3 Operable Uni:t.* This is not
acceptable. See cozment nunmbers 17 and &0.



104 Ccnerecic
NCD Response Ta
Novembar 5, 199

e
b |

18.

20.

n Tacility Closure 2lan
Table Comments
290
Y. DOE-RL/WHT stztes that because the propesed zethod ¢f closurcas f2x k2
104 Canerscion tniz is clean closuve, "... a postzlicsura plan I3 nec
required unless zhe facilicy =amnoC be clean cliesed.” A jposTalosure
nis pust be included in the next ravisiecn of thaz

plan is veguired; =z=hi
closure plan.

*

.
-

c. DOE-RL/WHC p.oposes to an-ude a nu=ber of paragTagis “1'“;n Tha zsx:
inm order =o elarily the definizions of “basaiine, "basalins
tharashold,” and "accion level.” These terzs should be defizned in 2
sec=ion for acronyms, abbreviations, and definicioms sizilay o chat
provided in Part 3 permic applica:ions. How these concegzs will 3a
used in developing che cleanup stTategy o De izplemented altars
obtaining the resul:ts of cthe sampling and analysis ac the unit shoulsl
be provided ia bech cthe Iorm of 2 narrative and Tlgw-chars in zhe

spropriacte sections of the closure plan.

Reguizsmantc: Compliance with che above Is regulired. Sravida drzic

language to Ec ologj for inceriz guidance.

;:=1§c:;g:ign Irrar: The tTanscziption of Esology’s NOD raguicsment

in ec:ly citas WAC 173-303 Zor the Model Toxies Comntrol aAcz (MITA)

The c-haclon as originally provided (WaC 173-340) is corvectz. Refer zlso

= NCOD commanc numper 18.

Cozzeng: ~for clean closure, the building and conerste and zasphal: pads

Zust be cdeccntaminated To the concaminazion levels stipulated in WAC 172-

303-610(2)(b) or removed from the unit boundaries. The apprzach propesad

be slzaned o a:c

foz the soil cleamup is unacecepcable. The soil musc
least area background levels (area back;:ound is defined in
200) if contamination vemains in the soil that exceeds the periorzancs

standards scipulaced in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b), chen the uvnic can not b2
clean closed. A posteclosure plan that provides for zanagement of the ualis

wichin the CERCLA cleanup musc be prepared.

Reguiremens: Compliance with the above is required. See alsc commen:
nuaber 60. '

frosmd - 2
"

lavels that "posa a subscancial thraat To human heal
for cercifying clean closura.

owmeng: USDOZ-RL/WHC proposes to establish criteria for contaminac
- g

3 2
Y -
n or the anvironmen

-
L]
-

Requiremeng: Any criceria developed for threats To huzman nealId or Ihe
environoent must be based on the cleanup standards of MTCA (WAC 173-340).
Any criceria for closure musc have Ecology concurvence. For clean
closure, the cleanup standards are sctated inm WAC 173-203-510(2)(b).

Comment: USDOE-RL/WHC pfoposes sole use of samples obcained wichin che

304 Concrecion Unit for escablishing background concrece conctazinazion
levels. 7This is noc acceptable.




304 Conerecion Tacilich Closure 2lan
¥0D Response Table Commencs

November &, 1990

|
[

I
i-

27.

28,

32,

Reauiremaenc: Concrete samples

zusc be used for establisting a backg

—y s -

areas Tot subjecs TO conmtaminactioer
round concrere cencamination value.

Commenz: USDOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samplas obtaimad wizhln the
304 Conzrecion Unit Zfor asctablishing Background asphalt centasination

levels. This is not acceptable.

Requiremenc: Asphalc samples from areas not supjec: T> co
azion value

be used for establishing a background aspnalc concazin

Zcology acceprs DOE-RL/WHC's asserzion That the plocess

Gaperal Commens:

sewer begins immediacely beneath the building Iflcor.
5

Requiramenc: Ecology will require chat the permitting process for the ICC
Az2a Procsss Sewers incorporate all sewar lines o the poinmt wiherz IRey

enter a building floor.

Comment: The proposed language is zcceptable, but as
o This topic in the sampling and analysis plan To acdaquataly

reguired

desczibe the verification sampling.

2sguizsmenc: Describe the sampling and analycical pacametars Ior the

verification sappling. This oDust include tha sazple size, Targe:
Refar to the 210L-M

analytes, and qualicty assurance/qualicy conczol plan.
Pend Closure 2lan Zor guidance.

Comment: DOE-RL/WHC propeses expanding cthe text "to indicate the optlen

of cleaning to baseline if feasible.”

Cleaning the unit’s soils to at least area background
Revise the closure stratagy as

Reguiremens:
contamination levels is not eptional.
necessary to reflecc this. See comment numpers 17 and §0.

Comment: In order to clean close the 304 Concration Uniz, <che
contamination levels of dangerous wasces and dangerous wasTe residues must
Sipulaced

be deconcaminated or removed Co meet the perormance standards siip
in WaC 173-303-610(2)(b).

Raguiremenc: This requiremen: musc be integrated wichin the closure plan.
See commenc numbers 17 and 630, .

Comment: Development of a soil sampling plan based on che 300 Area
Solvent Evaporator (300 ASZ) is inappropriace; the 300 ASZ is locaced om

top of a burial ground.
”

Requirement: The soil sampling plan must address vadose Cone
contazination at cthis unisz.



304 Conczration Facilizy Closure Plan
NOD Respense Tabls Comment
Noverser 6, .19%0

-

4L,

52.

57.

Cemmenz: 3Secausa of the past uses of this wuilding, it is not possibie T2
decer=ine conclusively whac type of contaminants will De exgpeczad dus o3
sast praczices. Tor clean c¢leosure it is requirsd zhac ail dangerous
wascas or wastz residues (including soil) be clezned or rCamoved o th2
serformance standards stipulaced in WAC 173-203-32C8¢2) (9. Lavels ¢f
concaminazion Iz the soils above these perlorTance scandazds buz belew
area background values may be managed under the CIRCIA clean-up

provided for wicthin the postzlosure plan.

&

iZ chis is

Regquiremenz: Revise cthe closuzre plan to comply with the above. Sea

commencs 17 and 60,

Commen=: Analvsis for only a limiced nusber of orzanic compounds is
————— - =] -

proposed, sa2 comzent number 33,

Reguizemens: A mers comprehemsive listc of orgznic amalytes must be
avaluatced

Commenc: Congrate and asphalt background sazplss may not be obtained

wirkin a TSD unic.

Y

Qasuiramenz:

afer Zo cocme..T numpers 20 and 21.

Commang: USDCEZ-RL/WEC proposes that the requiranment for the unit-speciiis
the Hanford Site-Wide

personnel deccnzazminacicn proceduras be provided in
healch and salazy plan, .

Zequiremens: The unit-specific plan must be presenzad wisthin the uniz’s
closurse plan. Iz is ancicipataed thac the health and safecy plan for the
304 Conereation uniz will be more decailed than that for the Site-wide.

Rafer to comment nuaber 54,

Commenc: This is acceptable if uranium cesting is the only variance frem
the analytical methods stipulated in WAC 173.303-110.

Regquirsmens: Any analytical mechods which deviace significantly from the
mechods stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 must be submizied o Zeology oo

cdecermina acseptance prior co their use.

Commenzg:  Although Ecolch feques:e& infor=acien Tegarcing <raining,
USDOE/WHC states that cthe information provided is, "sufficient for h
purposes of this closure plan.®  The informacion presented is noc

adequace.

Reguiremen=: Desczibe the course contents and lisc which ctraining is
required for individual job classificacions.
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304 lonerzation 7ac‘li‘V Closurs Plan
NCD Response Table Comments

Sovemner 8, 1890

80, Commenz: Thers appeaTs Io be some confusion abouz the closurz stTaczagy
accepcable to Ecolegy. This unit is being permi:ztzd oo cilcse unczr <Al
173-303 cmersfore, the periorzance standards of WAC 173-303-812 zusc e
mec. cology has dectermined zhat il clean closure of the soils <o zhese

s:andarus is not appropriate due o wide spread conmtaminazien throughous

the 30C-77-3 Operable Uni: then
background contamination levels and the RCRA poscteclosure Dust De zanaged

within the requiremencs of the CIRCLA closure.

z=e sSoils cus:c be cleaned Zo a local zrea

Zcoleogy will aczept 2 closure plan in which soils i
pulatad unde

Zequirsmenc:
concamination lavels excesding the perZommance sctandards sti

WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) =ay be leit in place under che ZIollowing oWo

condicions:

+ The concamina"on levels do not exceed thes area
contamination levels present throughoul the 300-F7-3 Cperabd

e The RCRA postclosure plan provides for mamagezent ol the 304 Concrezion

Uniz within che CERCLA cleanup.

Revise the closure plan acsordingly.

g2, Comment: DOZ-RL/WHC states, "... equipmenc used during closure sezivicies
«ill be decontaminatad or disposad of according te ZIIs 4.2, 5.4, and
5.5."

Requizameng: This is acceptable pending Zcolegy's -eview of the cited
SIIs. CEsology anticipactes that these will bDe zeviewad as jaz: of the
development of the Hanford Site-vide Fermict.

63. Comzens: DOE-RL/WHC argues that a legal descriptien of the unit is noc
requited ac chis cime because a) iz is not required under WAC 173-303 iZ
the unit is elean closed or b) if it is not clean cleosed, the inforzation
would not be provided uncil after remediation because the size ol the arza
to be remediated would not be knowm.

Reguiremeng: In order co plan a cleanup of this uniz, it is recessary to
know che boundaries. Zcology realizes that there is some difficulsy in
ve

obtaining the precisa legal boundaries ac this poinc in Tizme, however,
=a thar boundaries ous:t be determined in order to daterzine

alsc recogni:c
the scope of the cleanup for this unic. Provide the legal description of
provide a

chis unic when the informacion is available. In the interin,
descripcion and illuscraction of the boundaries of this unic for use Iin che
closure of the unic. Noce that the aspnalted azrea surTounding che
building will be considered part of this unicz. The saopling plan aust De

revised to incorporacte this area.

66. Commentg: DOE-RL/WHC propeses to provids a poscclcsu~e p1an if che soil
cannos be clsan closed wnich will describe, *... the incerim szabilizacion
and ecare prior to remediacion under the CIRCIA RI/TS process.” This is

noc adequace for the purposes of a postclosure plan. The postclesure plan

- 5 . .




304 Congrecion
MOD Response Tab

L I I e T
I 15485 067

iy Closure Plan

Novemper §, 1790

88.

ausc be provided with che closuTe plan. I zust szavide for managemenI 33
-me uniz chzough the CIRCLA closure process. Relar T3 WAl 172-303-81307)
Zoz guidance. It +ill a0t be mecessasy o izTlazen: zhe posszsissuve pian

waC 173-303-610(2)(d) Zor clzam closurl:

i 7
1z

re Det.

£ =he periormance standards of

]

Reguizemenz: Compliance with the above is rzequired.

Commer=: USDOE-RL/WHC explains che cable citle indication of a 5 perzent

frequency.
Reguiremens: This <ype of informacion should be provide In tha quaillzy
sian. Refar To the 1105

Ty contTol section of the closure ;

assurance/guali
guidance.

w Pond Closure 2lan in development for
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15555, 0068
- DEPARTHMENT OF TCOLCCY
NOTICZ CF REFICIZNCY FOR
THE 303-¥ STORACE FACILITY NCD
| RISPONSE TABLZ OF QCTC3ER 1990

November 5§, 1990

Tha “ailowinmgz cammencs coarrestond o the nuzbers Irom the 303-X Rasizactive
Mived.wasce Scorsge Facilizv Closure Plan NCD Respense Tadle cated Ocoalber 3,
1650, Proposals cade in the Zoilowing commencs are aczepced by Zeslizy:

o

il 13 15 i8 i¢
=3

1 2 5 8 9 1

20 22 29 30 EX] 35 39 40 42 &L &

45 47 43 52 55 57 60 6l
Proposals =zade in the Zollowing comments are acsepted by Zcology pending
submission of Surcther informacion as proposed in the USDCI-RAL/WHC rasponses:

3 & 6 13 28 32 33 34 38 38 -&l

43 49 59 34 53 59
Pracosals made inm the Ffcllowing commencs are not acceptad By Zcologzy:

7 12 4 17 21 23 26 25 26 27 23

37 51 53 35 €2 :
Ia a nu=per of instances changes to the.closure plan ars proposad, ye: the exaz:
language is noc provided. Tollowing chis course will resulc in USDOE/PNL
srocducing a document without specilic guidance on these topics Irea Zzelogy. .o
ordsr to minimize the nuzber of corrections that will be necessary In the next
csvision cf zhe closure plan, the preposed changss will be addressacd wichin che
scope of cthe Unic Managers Meezings. 2rovide draft text revisions Ior cha
Zollowing comzentT numbers o Zcology Isr discussion purposes:

4 12 15 23 38 43 50 53 58 62

fficulz ta achieve

i is ancicipated that the above issues will be the most diffigul:s
consansus bDecween che parties. Other issues may also causa confusion; cexXc
revisions for these may be provided o Zcology for commenc zs well,

General Commentg: USDOE-RL/WHC repeatadly proposes development of clean closure
performance standards that are not in accordance with those stipulaced
unider WAC 173-303-510{2)(b). This is unacceprable; the only closure
performance standards allowadle under the Dangerous Wasce Regulatioms for

cilean closurs are chose sctipulazed in WAC 173-303-010(2)(d). However

while clean closurs is a2 desirable goal in all cases, in soze imszZances 2

may not be feaasible. IZ clean closure is noc attainable, then complianc

wizh the raguiremencs of WAC 173-303-610(7) chrough -610(ll) is necessary.

'
-
E

-———

i, Comment: USDOE-RL/WHC sctaces that additional maps will be provided if a
specific reguest is made.

Regquiremens: Maps which delineace che wasce managezen: ar2as, and
describe and illuscrate the land uses in the irmediacte area ({.a., whac
are the nearby buildings, efs.) must be included in tHe nexc revision o
the closure plan.
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14,

Starage Facillty Closure Flan
sonse Tadla Comzencs
6, 1990

and drawings will p:ovz-e

Jacuivemerz:.  Revise the zext c¢f che closuTe 2lan o in

discussion provided in this respanse.

szmanc: The infermatiom presentad Is not adaguate Ior decumenting that

<able 4-1 covers all waszas senrz o che uai:z.

Recuiremenz: Zdiz che t2x: and legend -egarding this zable To inmdiczacs

i5 not cocprehensive. In addicien,

incorporale the leXI prasensaed in the

closure plan.

a:ag“aths izhin 2k

line, "baselin

Commanz: DOE-RL/WHC proposes To include a nusber of 3
glariify che definicioms of "baselin

Commens
=ax= ia ordar =2

Threshold,” and "action level." Any teras not daiinted should be delin

in a secszion for acronyms, aboreviatieons, and definitlons similac 1o that

srovided in Part 3 jermit applicacioms. How these concepcs will be used
:plame":ed aZzaer ob-aini:g “ha

in developing the cleanup.stratagy to be

zesults of the sampling and analysis ac the L:LC sn
Sorh the form of a narzrative and Ilow-chars in the agproprizte sactions of
the closure plan. Ascartain whacher or Dot Thesa Cerms aze appropri-te
within the requiremencs of Chapter 173-303 WaC ‘ :

:ould be providad iz

guidance.

The proposed taxrt and cl2an closur2 objecctivves are nor acceptable. The

"original requirezenc In Zcology’s NOD stated Thac the closure standasd Zoro

chis facilizy will be background. TFrom USDOZ-AL/WAC's rasponse it arpears
this comment is necessary. Under wWaC 173-20Z-

chat cla:;:lcation of
810(2)(b), clesura periormance standacd, the 1evels of cange*ous wa

]
dangerous wasce constituencs or residues recaining aftar closure of z uni
b

Day not exceed backg—ound env1ronmental leveis or des-ghacian limizs £
5 o

61 v g1 oy

clean closure.
is subjecc Co subseczions (7) :h:ough (11) of
WAC 173-303-610 for guidance,

I WAC 173-.302-6810. Refar cs

The approach proposed Zor the soil cleanup is unacceptadle. Tk
be cleaned To at least area background levels (area background is dafi
in WAC 173-340-200), noc basaline. A postclosure plan cha s
managemen: of the unit wichin cthe CIRCLA cleanup muss De p

wirsmeng: Compliance with the above iz raquired,

2

Commenc: USDQOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obrained wichin che
304 Concracion Unic for establishing backzzound concrete canfaminaction

levels. This is noT accepcable.

Regquiremens: Concrece samples from areas noc subjecc to concaminacion
musc be used for establishing background conerete concazinacion values.
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C.

D Response Taple Coczents

Commens: US: Z-RLWEC s-oposes o revise e I3xT o, "Ths2 cacisizsnoon
: L (el faz o CIRILA "

£ soil {clean 2o Haselire or dafa:

Sageivamenc: The seils gus:z Se ramedistad o at least arsz facigrownt
contazinaczion levels. See comment nuxmber 12,

Ccm:eq:: USDOE-AL/WHC proposes a ctext revisiem T stTate, ... was:ta
~szored =ore Thnan 90 days will be cransferred ...." This does no:
zhe information -equas:aa in the original commenz. It Is unaccsp
have dangerous wastz storsd in the same locaticn in :

activizies are uan-“g place.

o ¥ e W

Recuivamenc: Specify the locations whers waste will be tTansfazred and
zhe tizing of cthe cranmsisr for all wasce stored at the umicz, Inzluding

wasca scorad less than "LlnE"'v' daVS

USDOE-RL/WEC will descride any deviations I-om reguirsd zTasc

laa

The substituse Zetiod.

Commanz: Developeenz of a soil
¢ Iwvapowazor (300 ASZ) is inmapprapri

a buzial ground.

sanpling lan Sased om the 300 arzea
aTa; che 300 ASZ is lozatad on

Reguissmant: The soil saopling plan =2ust  address vadose zone
concaninacion at txis unic. Refer zo che 2101-M 2ond Closurz Plan In

develoczent for guidance.

Commenc: USDOE-RL/WHEC scates that all of the dangerous waste comstituents

scored at the 303-K Facilicy are listed on Table 7-1.

Requivamens: This table musc be revised to list all comscicuents of
cencern. This inciludes any radicactzive constituencs. Refer to Sec :'on
is

-8.3..0f the Hanford Federal Faecilizy Agreement and Consen:s Order., Thi

requizenent also applies to cocmens nusbers 25 and 27,

Copmeng: USDOE-RL/WAC scaces that the Zavirornmencal Investizations and
Sice Characcerizacion Manual (EII Manual, WHC.CH-7-7) has been submittad

as parz of the Hanford Sice-Wide permit and that o changes o the Text
are recguired.

Reguirsemanc: Reference to che encire ZIl manual is not accepcabie. The
specific section oust be referenced. - Hoce that acceptance ef any EIX
procecduse is dependent on Ecology review and approval. ::olagy
ancicipates that cthese will be reviewed as part of the develgpment of the

Hanford Sice.wWide Permic=.

I
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303-X Scorage
WCD Response
Noveanmber 5,

USPOZT-RL/WEC is developing z set of crizeria for basaline values

n =he 370 izea.

- ——y v -

viaze crizaria is area bacskground (see ccmment

g: The appropri
ouzoer 12). A plan for decermining these values zust be sucmitzzed =2
Zcology: it should inciude at leasT the sa:nl-hg plan, a2 gqualicr
assurance/gualizy contryel plan, and a tizetable Zor his affors. This

plan may be sudbmittad under separate cover and used Iar TSD unizs

chroughout the 300-FF-3 Cperable Unic.

Conerate and asphalt samples obtained wichin a
Zsr daterzination of background contaminalica values.

IR

omment:
be acceptad

Reguivemenz: Iefer to comment nuzmber l4.

Commanz: USDOE RL/WHC proposes ravising the fexc o state, "The 90-day

period will begin vhen the material is designacad.” As pravicusly scazzg,

the 90-cay clcck begins at cthe time of generatiom; counting the §0-day
non-compliznce

period from the time of designacion is likaly to resuls in

egquiremens: Revise The TexT tc stacte, "The 90-day period will begin wien

the materizl is gemerazad.”

Commenz:  Alzhough Ecology raquested iaforsmation rTegzzding craining,
USCOE/WHC states that the .information prov d d is, "adeguaze Zcr this
closura plan.” The inforzation presenced is not adequaszs.

i 1c: Describe the couvrse contants and list which training Is
required for individual job classificacions.

Comment: USDOQE-RL/WHC scates that in no case will a cover design De
necessary. If it is decermined after the sampling and analysis that ic
will be necessary for contaminatad soils to be lef:t in place uncil che
CZRCL4 cleanup cthen a cover may be required; no ocher contazinated
pacerials will be alloved tec be left in place, This cover mus:z be
designed and approved prior to clesure as part of the postclosure plan.

Reguiremens: Submic specifications for cover marerizls znd design within
the required pastciosure plan. See comment aumber 62.

Cormenz: USDOE-RL/WHC szates that cthey will not submit a postclosure
plan. A poscclosure plan is required, it should be presencad in the fora
of an additional chapcter <> the closure plan with appendices as

- -

appropriace,
Fd

Qegquivsmens: A pestclosurs plan thac provides for managezent of the unic
within cthe CZIZCLA cleanup Dust be prepared and suobmicted cto Zcology.
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STATL OF WASHINCTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Muil Stop PV-T1 e Oiyrpna, Washinglon 98504-4711 e {206) 4596000

April 3, 1991

Hz. Sceven H, Wlsnesa
Hanford Project Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
P.0. Bex 550

Richiland, Washington §9352

Re: Notice of Deficliency for the 304 cConcrecion Facility Nocrica of
Deficiency Response Table

Dear Mr, Wisness:

This letrer transmics Ecology's comments on cthe 304 Concretion Faciliey Closure
Plan Notice of Deficliency Response Table dated January 30, 1991. The information
presented was reviewed for compliance with final factliLy scacus standurds in the
state Dangerous Waste Regulations (Chaprer 173-303 WAC).

The areas of conceru for this cleaure plan are as follows:

1. The level of detail is inadequate,

2. Propesals relacting Lo closure standards will be impacted by a closure
policy that is currently being developed by che Nuclear and Mixed Wasce
Management Program (NEMWMP),

3. The qualicy assurance and qualicy control provixlions remain inadequacCa.

4., Controls for the health and safety hazards associated with radicacrive
contaminancs are still not adequactely addrussead. Furthermore, it is
unacceptable to omit cleanup of the rudivaccive constituents f£rum these
closure activities.

RECEIVED
APR 0 8 1991

DOE-RL/AMF ‘
I91~EAB-105



Mr. Sceven H. Wisness
April 3, 1991

USDOE/WHC must respond to these comments with & revised closure plan. However,
because the revision will be affected by che N&MWMP Closures Policy wunder
development, the date for submittal will be transmicced tu USDOE/WIIC with che
finalized policy. Should you have questluas or concerns regarding thic notica,
please concact Ms. Megan Lerchen of my szaff at (206) 438-3089.

Sincerely,

/,,K////

Timothy L. Nord
Hunford Project Manager

Enclosure

ce: P. Day - EPA, Richland
D. Duncan - EFA, Seactrle
D. Nylander - Ecology, Kennewick
T. Michelena - Ecology, Qlympia .
T. Veneziano (AR) - WHC



DEPARTIMENT OF ECOLOGY
NOTICE OF DEFTICTENCY TOR
THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY
NOL RESPONSE TABLE OF JANUARY 1990
april 3, 1991

Tha following comments correspond te che nuwbers from the 104 Concrmcion Facllicy
Closure Plan NOD Response Table daced January, 1990, Underlined numbers signlfy
changes made since the previous NOD. Yruposals made in the following comments

are accepced by Ecology:

2 3 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 le 13
19 22 26 ag 29 a 33 34 38 39 41
[7%] 43 46 %5 46 47 48 L9 51 52 .53
55 56 58 59 61 63 64 65

Proposals made in the following comments are accepted by Ecolegy pending our
review of furcher information as pruposed in the USDOE-RL/WHC responses:

T 6 13 16§ 18 23 2 2% 30 35 37
49 54 &2 65 67

Proposals made in che following commencs «ce not acceptad by Ecology:

4 17 20 21 27 32 it} 50 57 60 66
4. USDOE/WHC Proposal: A number of proposals relating to c¢lesure scandards
are mada,

Ecology Response: Ecology 1s developing a policy for soil closura
standards. It is anticipaced thac this policy will {impact cha proposals
made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with the Tri-Party Agreemenc, an integral
part of cthis policy will ba the goal of wuly one remediation at any unit;
i.e,, it will 10C be acceptable to poscpune any part of che closure
accivivies to the 300-FF-3 Qparable Unit response. This closure poliey
will be mada available to USDOE/WHC as soon a3 poszibla.

17. USDOE/WHC Proposal: USDQE-RL/WHC dilscusses a closure strategy.
Ecology Response: The accepcabilicy of this prupcsal will be dapandent on
conformance with cthe Ecology closure palley which i3 in davelopmenc. Sea
nusber & for datails.

18. USDOE/WHC Proposal: 3Sstting health-basced scandards for closura.

Ecology Response: The Ecology policy for clomsure will cover haalch-based
standards, Sae numbar 4.



304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
Second NCD Response Table Commencs
April 3, 1991

20.

21.

23.

25,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Using TCLP to dewunscrate that potencially
caontaminated concrete ;ample: do noc desliygnate as dangerous waztc.

Ecolegy Response: ‘This approach seems teasonable but too narrow in scope:
following the designation procedure delineacted under WAC 1713-303-070 will
be acceptable. This may not be sufficient for clean closure, however, and
it will be necessary to close in accordance with the NGMWMP closure policy

undur developmeant. Sce number 4,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Similar cesting for aaphalt as for concrecte to
demonscrate that it is not dangerous wasca.

Ecology Response: This approach wlll be acceplLable undar the sama caveats
ay for concrete. Scc number 20,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Determination of area Lackground is proposed at the
surface, one foot, and two fear depths. Ic is stated that, "If ganeral or
source contamination exists, it would be from Lhe pastc practice oparatic..s
end not from operations conducted in the 304 Faclilicy, The Tri-Parcy
Agreement states source contaminatlon will be evaluated and remediated

undar cthe CERCLA RI/TS process.,”

Ecology Response: it is noc clear Lf <cthis proposed background
decermination is to be used as part of the Hanford Site-Wide background
study. If 1t is not, this should be clearly scated. If ic is, chis
evaluacion of the vadose zone background cuntaminant levels ia toc limiraed
in scope. Because compariscnsg of concamlnuted vadose zone data to the 300
Ares background data must be baTwesr che sume soil horizons for chis unic
and others, the plan must be expanded to include deesper aocil horizome.
Refer to the Hanfard jice-Wide soil background study for refarence.

In the quoted statement, the f£irst sencence L3 unsubstantiatad and the
second sentance is noC in agreament with the general tanor of the Tri.
Party Agreemen{ and will not bea in accurdance with the closure poliey
under development by the N&MWMP, The quotad stacement should be deleted.

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Inclugion of cthe proposed flowchart (Figure 6-1) and
text (Section 6.2). There is no flowchart labelled Figure 6-1, howaevar,
the chart labelled GEN\122890-A appears to fulfill the same function and
was assumed to be Figura -1,

Ecology Responss: The flowchart is acceprable but will probably requiras

some ravision to asccommodate the closure policy currently under
developmant. Tha proposed text seems a little skecchy; further details

[ET—



304 Concretion Facility Closure Plam
Second NOD Responae Table Commants
April 3, 1991

27.

32.

3s.

38.

must be provided in later text. It will alse uced to be revised rto
accommodate the closure policy under developmenc. Sea number 4. -

USDOE/WHC Proposal: USDOE/WHC states, "Wich the exception of imminent
danger, all soil remediacion will be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS

process.”

Ecology Response: This is unaccepcable, sae previous Ecology NOD's for
this unic., Addicionally, it will be in conflict with the Ecology closure
policy in developmenc. See number &4 for additional dezalls.

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Sampling of seils to & maximum depth of two feer
because it 1s predicted chat contaminants will remain in the uppormesnt

portion of the vaduse zone due to soil sorption,

Ecology Response: While it is correct that sorbud contaminants would be
expected Co be in Che uppermost layws, assuming that all concaminanes will
sorb 15 not correct, See, for example, Presuze and “herry 1979 or W.B.
Mills ec al., u of Aasso ng Uatr Selentists d

Engineers, March-april 1991,

Samples must be taken at the sofl-concrece and soil-asphalt interfacas,
one foaot, two feet, and three fadt depchs. The cloaure plan must describe
the sampling ocechods, sample sizes, and anslytical methods to be employed,
The closure plan must also have decailed provislous for the case whore
contamination is detecced at three feet (the lowest horizon). This
contingency must be provided for in the scheduling of the closura
activicies, More specifically, che closure plan musc have plans for
resampling o greater depchs and removal/rsmedlacion of contaminacion ac
depths greacer than the initial soil sampling. In addition, &ll phasaes
of the closure acctivicies must occur in a ctimely fashion (including any
resampling and vremoval/remsdiatlon necassary), See numbaer 23,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Heevaluation of the chemicals known to have baen
stored and used in the 304 Facilicy.

Ecology Besponse: The resvaluation is acceptable buc implesentaclon may
be impactad by tha closutre policy under davelopment (as discussed at the
February 12, 1991, Unic Manager’'s Maeting). See number 4,

USDOE/WHC Proposai: The compounds lisged im Table 7-1 are the only
organic compounds assoclaced with the 304 Facility and the only organic
compounds which will be evaluaced for closurs.
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304 Conccetion Facilizy Clesure Plan
Second NOD Respoense Table Comments

April 3, 1991

50.

54.

37.

60.

66.

Ecology Response: This is unacceptable. See number 135,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Postpone addicion of the unit-specific health and
safecy plan to the closuce plan uncil sampling ecccurs.

Ecology Response: This {s not accepcable, This plan musc be submitted

prior to approval of the closute plan; sufficiant time for Eculogy review
is required. The health and safaety plan must be included with the nextc

submiceal.

See number 50.

USDOE/WHC Proposal: lInclusion of proposad text, ctable, and appendix.
Ecology Response: This s not adequute because iL 1s Too narrfow in scope.
Far example, the 304 Concretion Facilicy hus radlacion zomaes, but RPT'g

are not covered. Expand the tra. 1lng sectlun to cover all of tha
personnel which are required to be present during thoe closure sceivities.

See number &,

See number 4.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON e
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY &

Mail Stop PV-11 e Olympia. Washington 98504-8711 e (206} 4596000 \ S

RECENED..

0040411

February 27, 1992 i
¢ | F.A. RUCK III
Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez MAR C9 1992
304 Concretion Unit Manager
U.S. Department of Energy ACEEN
: COPIES
P.0. Box 530 COUTE

Richland. WA 99352 : FILE

Re: Notice of Deficlency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of
Deficlency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991.

Dear Ms. Rodriguez:

This letter transmits Ecalogy’s Notice of Deficiency (NOD) for the 304
Concrecion Facility Closure Plan Revision 1 and accompanying NOD Response
Table dated October 17, 1991. The majority of the outstanding issues for the
304 Concretion unit concern the closure performance standards. These
standards were recently issued in the Nuclear and Mixed Waste Management
Program Soil Clean-up Remediation Policy (SCP).

The Notice of Deficiency comments are intended to be a guide to the major
outstanding sections of the closure plan which are currently unresolved, and
which will be impacted by the SCP." In additiom, there are some interpretive
comments regarding application of the SCP to the 304 Concretiom unit. It is
anticipated that upcoming Unit Manager meetings will be concerned with the
specifics on how Ecology and Westinghouse Hanford Company foresee applying the
SCP to this unit. These specifics will then be incorporated into the closure
plan. The Soil Clean-up Remediatiom Policy is included with this transmittal.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (206) 493-9425.

Sincerely,

' Scoct E. McKinney ;;

304 Concretion Unit Manager
Nuclear and Mixed Waste Management Program

SM: jw
Enclosure

ce: Dan Duncan, EPA
Fred Ruck, WHC
T.B. Veneziano, WHC/AR
Dave Jansen, Ecology
Dave Nylander, Ecology
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY FOR
THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE
DATED OCTOBER 17, 1991
February 28, 1992

The numbers used below reflect the numbers used in the Notice of Deficiency
(NOD) Response Table dated October 17th, 1991,

Proposals made in the following comments are accepted by Ecology (underlined
numbers indicate new items since the last NOD cycle):

2 3 5 & 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 19 22 26 28 29 30 il 33 34 36 39
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 51 52
53 55 56 37 58 59 61 63 64 67

Proposals made in the following comments are not accepted by Ecology:

1.

16.

17.

18.

This requirement will be satisfied if all the other elements of the
closure plan have been approved.

See the NE&MWMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this NOD. In
particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any
contaminants may remain in the soil above natural background levels.
This closure plan will need to state which option this unit is intended
to be closed under, and the levels to which the soil will be remediated.
Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current
soil- contaminant levels. are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require
full post-closure activities, including but not limited to ground water
monitoring, capping, access restrictions, etc. This closure plan may
contain the option of sampling the soil to determine contaminant levels
prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must include the
full details of all possible options (i.e., post-closure requirements).

The language in this section will need to be modified to reflect the
closure option selected from the SCP. In particular the actions to be
taken in the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with
this section, including the postclosure plan.

Again, the language in this section will need to be modified to reflect
the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unic. In
particular the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be
included in the plan.

This section must be revised to reference the SCP regarding closure
standards for soils. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil
contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment
number 4,

Page 1
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments
February 28, 1992

20.

21.

23.

24,

25.

27.

It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete background must
be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past
practices. Ecology is requiring that four samples be taken at different
concrete "pours" around the Hanford Facility. These samples will be
fully characterized and compared in order to determine what the
potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete
pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly
contained in concrete, and the range of variation in different pours. In
addition, it will clarify what, if any, dangerous waste constituents are
commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at dangerous waste
designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in
concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between
samples is not significant statistically, a median value for each
element could be determined, and this median value could possibly be
applied to other units undergeing closure at the Hanford Facility (e.g.
303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the
samples for certain elements, the information obtained through the
sampling and analyses will help determine whether there is a potential
designation problem with uncontaminated concrete. DOE-RL/WHC/PNL must
submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval
prior to sampling.

A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined in comment
number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20.

The use of 300 area local background levels for comparison to the 304
Concretion unit soil background levels is no longer the appropriate
method. In order to qualify for a "clean closure” under WAC 173-303 it
will be necessary to show that no contaminants remain in the s¢il that
exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels, as determined by the
Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background for the
Hanford Site (Hoover and LeGore, 1991). Following approval by Ecology
of this study and the findings, they will become the standards used for
background closures at the Hanford Facility.

With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for soil remediation
to be deferred to the CERCLA process, Text addressing the verification
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section
of this closure plan. This verification sampling should reflect the
closure standards of the SCP.

Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP standards. In
particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since
deferral to the CERCLA process is not appropriate.

This section of the plan must be revised to follow the SCP. See comment
number 4.

Page 2
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments
February 28, 1992

28,

32.

35.

37.

38.
44,

50,

54

60,

The language in this section regarding soil remediation must be changed.
Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be

- left for remediation under CERCLA. Also, incerim stabilization

referenced here must be explained in greater detail in Chapter 8.0, in
order for option 2 of the SCP to be utilized.

This section must be re-evaluated in light of the SCP. Sampling plans
for the various scenarios possible at the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained fully. For example, it will be necessary to characterize the
soil beneath the 304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the
soil with the SCP. Once the soil has been characterized it can be
determined what closure option is most appropriate.

The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the expansion of
the soil analyte parameters to include full characterization of the
soils underlying the 304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In
regard to the constituents to be analyzed, all of the analytes included
in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in this sampling plan should
be included in the data report. In other words, for SW-846 method 6010,
all of the elements listed in Table 1 of chat section should be included
in the analyses. These expanded analyte parameters will add to the
information available for evaluating the potential contaminacion at the
304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals stored here in the past,

The information contained in DOE-RL/WHC response number 1 concerning the
EPA wipe sampling procedure "A compendium of Superfund Field Methods,
EPA P-87-001", has not been added to this section. If it has been added
to this section, or another section of this plan, it can be pointed out
at the next Unit Managers mesting, and this issue will be closed.
However, if it has not been added, it must be included before this issue
can be closed,

See comment number 35.
See comment numbers 20 and 21.

As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers meeting, it may be
acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of
an example Hazardous Waste Operation Permit to Ecology. The exact
details of the timing of HASP submittal and the sampling plan/closure
plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings.

See response number 50.

The SCP will impact this section. Namely, it is not acceptable to leave
contaminated soils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place
for remediation under the CERCLA.process.

Page 3



304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments
February 28, 1992

62.

65.

o
=\

68.

-

There are portions of these documents, particulariy E.I.I. 4.2, that are
not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this
facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected
hazardous waste until after the waste has been verified as dangerous
waste or it meets the requirements of section 6.4 of E.I.T. 4.2. In
general, these documents are open-ended and vague, and do not
consistently comply with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write
specific requirements for decontamination and interim storage of
suspected dangerous waste than to try to change the E.I.I.'s.

The legal description of the facility has not been added to the post-
closure section. Page 8-1, line 25.

All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the
postclosure plan if one of the options for this unit is to leave
dangerous waste and/or constituents in place. In the past DOE-RL/WHC
have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste in place in
the soil. If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application.
WAC 173-303-610 calls for the postclosure plan to be submitted with the
permit application within 90 days following the decision by the owner or
operator or the department that the unit must be closed as a landfill
(i.e., dangerous waste will be left in place upon closure).

The wording following the dash in the Table B-1 title should be deleted.
The new title will read: "The 304 Wall Sampling Locations.® Please note
that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the
other table titles in B-2 as necessary.

Page 4



No.

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

Comment/Response

General Comment. In general, the lack of detail in this closure plan led to a large number

of deficiencies.

Ecology Requirement: Revise this plan so that it is in compliance with the requirements of

WAC 173-303-610. For example, under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a){iv), the closure plan must
include, "a detailed description of the methods to be used during partial closures and final

closure ...." This information is not presented in the closure plan.

In addition, in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, to R. D. Izatt and R. E. Lerch from
T. L. Nord, some comments were made on the DOE's proposed standardized outline for
closure/postclosure plans. The suggestions made in these comments should be followed in

- order to improve this closure plan. Refer to the enclosed copy of this letter for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Additional detail will be provided where needed. The responses -

to the suggestions in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, are as follows.
1. Line numbering was used in this Revision 0 and will continue to be used.

2. The Part A permit application will be moved from the introduction to a separate
section.

3. A brief description of each chapter and appendix will be included in the introduction,
similar to Part B permit applications.

4. A bar graph was included in Revision 0 and will continue to be used in the closure
plan. ’

5. This information will be inciuded in a postclosure plan if one is required for this
facility; however, this information is not required for a closure plan.

6. Official notifications are provided in separate sections in Revision 0. Certification
of Closure is a closure activity (Chapter 7.0) and is in Section 7.9. The Notice In
Deed is part of the Postclosure (Chapter 8.0) and is in Section 8.1.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology

Comment /Response Concurrence
The schedule for closure is provided in Section 7.7 and in Figure 7-15.

Ecology Response No. 1 (Rev. 1): This requirement will be satisfied if all the other
elements of the closure plan have been approved.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: This NOD comment will be considered accepted when the other
NOD comments are resolved.

General Comment. The closure plan could be followed more easily if sections requiring Ecology letter of
detail (such as the quality assurance and quality control sections) were presented in November 6, 1990
appendices. Refer to the 616 Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility Permit

Application for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Detailed sections will be included in appendices where appropriate.
In addition, a quality assurance project plan will be included as an appendix.

Page 1-1, line 21. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) is referenced Ecology letter of
for a definition of closure. November 6, .1990

Ecology Recommendation: This facility will be closed under the State Dangerous Waste
Regulations, WAC 173-303. Closure is defined und r WAC 173-303-040(12); this would be a

more appropriate reference.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The reference to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303-040 will
be included in the closure plan.

Page 1-1, line 29. The plan states that because the 304 Concretion Facility (304 Facility) UMM of

is Tocated in the 300-FF-3 (source) and 300-FF-5 (groundwater) Operable Units, "... any November 17, 1993
remedial action with respect to contaminants not associated with the facility will be

deferred to the CERCLA process." This approach does seem reasonable for the soils

underlying the 304 Facility structures, however, it is not sufficiently developed here or

elsewhere in the closure plan for evaluation.
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

Ecology Requirement: The following must be presented in the closure plan so that the

acceptability of the above approach may be evaluated:

e C(riteria to determine whether contamination should be addressed under the RCRA or
CERCLA process.

* A postclosure plan which provides for administration of the site until closure of the
applicable operablie unit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Clarification and additional information will be provided, where
appropriate, to evaluate the 304 Concretion Facility closure approach regarding the RCRA and
CERCLA interface. In addition, a clearer definition of baseline and action levels will be
provided with relationship to clean closure. The following paragraphs will be included in
Chapter 6.0 of the closure plan.

"Three important terms in the following information on the 304 Facility closure
strategy are 'baseline', 'baseline threshold', and 'action levels'. Baseline is
the set of analytical results of the local background samples. Baseline,
therefore, refers to the population of constituent concentrations in the soil or
building materials in the vicinity of the 304 Facility that are not attributable
to the 304 Facility operations. Baseline threshold refers to concentrations that
define an upper limit of the baseline population and is not to be confused with
the average baseline concentration. Baseline threshold concentrations will be
determined by statistical methods such as those described in Statistical Analysis
of Ground-Water Monitoring Data at RCRA Facilities, Interim Final Guidance

(EPA 1989) (e.g., the tolerance interval approach to the analysis of variance),
Action Tevels are the constituent concentration levels that will prompt an action
of some type. These actions would include additional evaluation, cieanup, or
deferral to the CERCLA process. Action level values include concentrations based
on risk to human health and the environment, baseiine threshold concentrations, or

other appropriate cleanup criteria."

Clean closure will be accomplished by demonstrating that the constituents used in the
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Comment /Response

304 Facility operations are not present above action levels., Reevaluation of the action

levels will be considered if one or more of the action levels are exceeded by any of the
compliance constituents listed in the table located in Section 7.3.2.2. This measure is
proposed because contaminant concentrations for soil and concrete may exceed an action
level; however, the concentrations may be significantly below any health or
environmentally-based risk lTevel. Any additional evaluation would be based on the

following:
+ Type and extent that action levels are exceeded

e Further assessment of health-based risk using toxicity criteria guidance such as the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Integrated Risk Information System {IRIS)
database (EPA 1989b), the Technical Information Memorandum (TIM) No. 86-1
(Ecology 1986), and other appropriate information.

If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in concentrations above action levels and
reevaluation of action levels is not warranted, remediation of the soil will be evaluated

under the CERCLA remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process for the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Initial action levels for the constituents in the soil samples will
be the baseline threshold values. Baseline samples will be obtained within the

300-FF-3 Operable Unit.
The proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion Facility is clean closure. Therefore,
a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility cannot be clean closed.

Ecology Response No. 1:

a) DOE-RL/WHC proposes, "If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in
concentrations above action levels and reevaluation of action levels is not warranted,
remediation of the soil will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit." This is not acceptable. See comment numbers 17 and 60.

b) DOE-RL/WHC states that because the proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion
Unit is clean closure, "... a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility

December 1, 1994
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cannot be clean closed." A postclosure plan is required; this must be included in the
next revision of the closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC proposes to include a number of paragraphs within the text in order to
clarify the definitions of "baseline," "baseline threshold,” and "action level." These
terms should be defined in a section for acronyms, abbreviations, and definitions
simitar to that provided in Part B permit applications. How these concepts will be
used in developing the cleanup strategy to be implemented after obtaining the results
of the sampling and analysis at the unit should be provided in both the form of a
narrative and flowchart in the appropriate sections of the closure plan.

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with the above is required. Provide draft Tanguage to
Ecology for interim guidance. :

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2:

a)

b)

The portion of Chapter 6.0 in question will now read as follows: "If dangerous
constituents are determined to exist in the soil in concentrations above action levels,
closure for the soil will take place after the remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable
Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the exception of imminent hazard, all soil
remediation will take place under the CERCLA RI/FS praocess for the 300-FF-3 Operable

Unit." See comment responses No. 17 and 18.
|

General information will be provided on the actions to be taken if dangerous
constituents are left in the soil for the CERCLA RI/FS process remediation.

Section 8.2, Postclosure Care, will contain the following text: "Postclosure care is
generally required when a waste management facility cannot attain clean closure. At
the 304 Facility, underlying soils and groundwater may have been contaminated by waste
generated during operations in the 300 Area. Under the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent. Order (Tri-Party Agreement), source contamination and groundwater
will be investigated and remediated through the operable units under the CERCLA RI/FS

process. |
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With thé exception of an imminent health threat, all soil remediation will take place
under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil within the 304 Facility boundary is found
to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and health
based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the

304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under
CERCLA is complete. During the time between closure of the building, floor, and pads
and any soil remediation under CERCLA, steps will be taken to isolate any

contamination.

Any data obtained from sampling and analyses during RCRA closure activities will be
part of the record and included in the closure plan. This data will be taken into
account and used during the CERCLA evaluation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, as well as
data collected specifically for the CERCLA evaluation.

Temporary covers will be installed, if necessary, to prevent migration of any ,
contamination. The temporary covers would be less permeable than the surrounding soil
and may be composed of constituents such as asphalt, clay, or a fixative spray. The
existing facility floor and pads may be used as covers if they were found to be
uncontaminated or were decontaminated. The exact nature of any covers would be
determined at the time the need was identified and this information would be added to
the closure plan. In addition, access to the areas of contamination would be
controlled if necessary to protect personnel or prevent the migration of contamination.

During the period between closure and soil remediation under CERCLA, the facility area
would be inspected at a minimum of once a week. This inspection would be combined with
facility inspections presently conducted. The inspections would determine the need for
maintenance of any temporary covers or other physical barriers. Any required
maintenance would be performed by trained personnel from the Hanford Site."

The terms 'baseline' and 'baseline threshold' will be replaced by the terms 'local
background' and 'local background threshold'. These terms and the term 'action levels'
will be added to the List of Terms section of the closure plan and defined as follows:

i
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"Local background--The data set of chemical concentrations from analyses of
samples obtained in the local vicinity of a facility. Samples within the facility
will be compared to the local background data set to determine the presence or
absence of contamination from the facility. For the 304 Facility, the samples to
determine the local background concentrations would be obtained within the

300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

Local background threshold--Refers to the chemical concentrations that define an
upper limit of the local background population. It is not an average local
background concentration. It is determined statistically (e.g., the tolerance

interval approach to the analysis of variance).

Action levels--Chemical concentration levels that will prompt an action. Action
Jevel values will commonly be local background threshold concentrations and

health- and environmental-based concentrations."

The fiowchart indicates the closure strategy. This flowchart will be located in
Chapter 6.0.

Ecology Response No. 2: Ecology is developing a policy for soil closure standards. It is
anticipated that this policy will impact the proposals made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with

the Tri-Party Agreement, an integral part of this policy will be the goal of only one
remediation at any unit; i.e., it will not be acceptable to postpone any part of the closure
activities to the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit response. This closure policy will be made
available to USDOE/WHC as soon as possible.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil
closure standards being developed by Ecology, our position on these comments remains the

Same.

With the exception of an imminent health threat, it is still the position of the DOE-RL and
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC)} to defer all soil remediation (if needed) to the CERCLA
RI/FS remediation process. Deferring soil remediation to the CERCLA process would make any
remediation more efficient and would avoid the possibility of cleaning a small area twice.

December 1, 1994
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If a larger area was being remediated, which extended around a smaller area that was
previously remediated, the remediation could be very inefficient. One of the main purposes
of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. According to the
Tri-Party Agreement, ".... a procedure to coordinate the TSD unit closure or permitting
activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work, thereby economically and
efficiently addressing the contamination."”

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): See the N&MWMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this
NOD. In particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any contaminants may
remain in the soil above natural background levels. This closure plan will need to state
which option this unit is intended to be closed under, and the levels to which the so0il will
be remediated. Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current soil
contaminant levels are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require full post-closure
activities, including but not limited to ground water monitoring, capping, access
restrictions, etc. This closure plan may contain the option of sampling the seil to
determine contaminant levels prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must
include the full details of all possible options {i.e., post-closure requirements).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC remains the same on this
comment. Applying an option from the Soil Cleanu. Policy issued by Ecology to the closure
plan would not be appropriate because it is the opinion of the DOE-RL and WHC that the Soil
Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology is flawed. The approach or methods used to develop
numerical cleanup standards were not based on well-founded scientific principles or
evidence. The numerical standards chosen in the policy are below the Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) soil cleanup standards, which are conservative and were adopted after a
comprehensive rule adoption process. Ecology provides no consistent or technically
defensible basis for defining the concentration levels in the policy.

Before any cleanup option could be chosen, integration with the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the cleanup of the Operable Unit (300-FF-3) would have to be accomplished. One of the main
purposes of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. These
activities include cleanup standards as well as the physical remediation of the site (if
necessary). According to the Tri-Party Agreement, ".... a procedure to coordinate the TSD
unit closure or permitting activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work,
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thereby economically and efficiently addressing the contamination." It is the position of
the DOE-RL and WHC that the most logical, cost effective, efficient integration of RCRA and
CERCLA in the 300 Area is to conduct all soil remediation, RCRA and CERCLA, at the same time
and to the same cleanup standards.

The position of the DOE-RL and WHC remains the same in providing a postclosure plan in the
closure plan of a treatment or storage facility. No requirements exist for providing a
postclosure plan with the closure plan for a treatment or storage facility unless a decision
is made to leave waste in place. If a decision is made to leave waste in place and close as
a landfill, a postclosure plan would be required within 90 days [WAC 173-303-610(8)}].

At this time, no decision has been made to leave waste in place. The only other
requirements for a postclosure plan are for waste disposal units, certain surface
impoundments, and certain waste piles [WAC-173-303-610(8)]. The 304 Concretion Facility
does not fall into these categories.

Part A, page 1-1, line 49. An unsigned copy of revision 4 of the Part A Permit Application
is included in this plan. The version on file With Ecology is revision 3.

Ecology Reguirement: Include a copy of a signed Part A Permit Application for this facility
which is on file with Ecology.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A signed copy of the Part A permit application will be provided.
Also, as requested, the Part A permit application will be moved from Chapter 1.0
(Introduction) to a separate section. ‘

Page 2-1. line 29. The plan does not adequately describe the potential sources of
environmental contamination from past operations within the building. For example, the
building walls have numerous holes which may have allowed airborne contaminants to leave the
facility without treatment.

Ecology Requirement: Include a discussion of potential routes for environmental
contamination of the 304 Facility site from the 304 Building in the description.

December 1, 1994
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DOE-RL/WHC Response: The uranium contamination outside the 304 Building has been attributed
to the method of cleaning the building. When the building floors were washed down with
hoses, splashing against the steel walls carried uranium fines out of the building. During
the concretion operation, the floor was hosed down at least daily. The steel walls were not
sealed to the concrete wall base and there were numerous small holes in the walis.

In addition, there were no berms at the north and south doors to stop wash down water from
leaving the building. The north fenced pad does not have a berm to contain spills or
precipitation. Damp uranium saw fines and chips are too large and dense for easy air
suspension. Uranium has a specific gravity of 18.9 and uranium oxides 7.3 to 10.9; this
compares to lead with 11.3 and lead oxides from 8.0 to 9.5. The damp saw fines have a
tendency to stick together and about 73 percent of the new saw fines are greater than

100 mesh {150 microns}.

This information will be included in the closure plan. A plan to sample'for this potential
contamination will also be included.

Page 2-1, line 36. The location of the exhaust system and its vent{s) is not given. No
description of facility plumbing is given.

Ecology Requirement: The building ventilation and plumbing systems must be described and
illustrated.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure
plan.

The 304 Building has three roof vents (Figure 2-3). They were powered with 2,050-cubic feet
per minute electric fans during the pilot plant operations. The electricity was
disconnected about 1971.

A 10,000-cubic feet per minute evaporative (swamp) cooler was used in hot weather for the
building. The swamp cooler is located on the concrete pad outside the southeast corner of
the building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4).

December 1, 1994
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When the building had molten metal furnaces (from 1952 to late 1950's) the furnace cooling
air was exhausted out a 6-inch-diameter exhaust on the west side of the building. The
exhaust pipe is still there, but is sealed off in the sump (formerly a furnace pit).

The first fume exhaust system was a 1,900-cubic feet per minute American Air Filter
(Rotoclione Exhauster) and was used for acid and nitrous oxide fumes from the nickel plating
Tine (late 1950's to mid-1960's). There was no monitoring capability on the exhaust system.

The present cyclone exhaust system replaced the plating tine exhaust system in 1971. Both
exhausters were located on the concrete pad outside the east side of the building
(Figures 2-3 and 2-4). The flow rate, manufacturer, and efficiency of the present cyclone

.exhauster is unknown. The exhaust system was used to remove irritating cement dust from the

operator's work area when bags of cement were being emptied and the concrete mixer was in
operation.

During concretion operations, the north sliding door was generally left open to allow
fork-1ift traffic for barrel transport.

(A drawing of the present exhaust system and drain system will be included in the closure
plan.) A floor drain near the cement mixer discharges to the sump where fines settle out.
The sump has a removable screened standpipe about 16 inches high that overflows into an
underground drain line to the process sewer on the east side of the building. A water line
discharges directly into the overflow pipe below the screen and is used when the concrete
process is in operation. This flowing water (flow rate unknown) helps prevent plugging of
the P-trap with concrete, which has happened at least twice during the operation of the
facility. Three other drains enter the main underground drain as follows:

« A drain from the east side floor trench
« A drain from the sink in the southwest corner of the building

» An overflow drain from the outside steam condensate quench sump on the east side of the
building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4).
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No radiation detectors or routine sampling were in the process sewer from the 304 Building.
This was done at the outflow from the combined 300 Area process sewer system.

Once a year during the recyclable uranium concretion operation (1971 to 1982), a 3-day
sample in the overflow pipe in the sump was taken to calculate a loss factor to the sewer
for uranium chips and fines. The highly variable flow rate was calculated by adding a known
dilute concentration of 1ithium nitrate (0.2 pound per gallon) at a known flow rate to the
sump for a known sampling time. The change in lithium concentration and time would give the
total volume of solution discharged from the sump.

Page 2-1, line 38.  The plan mentions a cyclone precipitator which was used to control Ecology letter of

uranium particulate emissions during operations. It is also stated that the discharge was November 6, 1990
continuously sampled when the precipitator was in service.

Ecology Requirement: Describe how effective the precipitator was in removing particulates,

i.e., state the efficiency of the precipitator and the estimated amounts of particulates
that were released to the atmosphere. Also clarify if the precipitator was running at all
times the concretion unit was operating.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 7.

Page 2-3. Figure 2-2 is not an adequate map. Ecology letter of
November &, 1990

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with WAC 173-303 is required; a checklist of map

requirements is enclosed. Refer to the 305-B Storage Facility Permit Application for an

example.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The extensive maps required in Part B permit applications
[WAC 173-303-806(4)(a)] are not necessary in closure plans. If Figure 2-2 is not adequate
for a specific reason, additional information will be added to the figure.

Page 2-4. Figure 2-3 does not indicate the ground cover of the area surrounding the Ecology letter of
building nor is it discussed in the text. _ November 6, 1990
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11.

Fcology Requirement: This area is part of the facility and must be described in the closure

plan. Revise this and all other applicable sections accordingly. At a minimum, the
foltowing information must be provided.

The Tegal boundary of the 304 Facility.

The outside ground cover.

The date(s) the ground cover was applied.

A discussion of the potential contaminants of the ground cover and its underlying

soils. :

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure
plan.

No ‘legal' boundary exists for just the 304 Facility. However, the stated boundary on the
west, south, and east sides will be the median point between the adjoining buildings.

On the north side the boundary will be the edge of Gingko Street. A drawing will be
included to show the ground cover around the 304 Building. Several layers of asphalt have
been placed over old asphalt and gravel areas in past years to prevent the spread of uranium
contamination. The latest asphalt was added in 1988 on all four sides. In early 1989,
uranium contaminated areas on the asphalt were covered with two layers of PPG Industries
enamel paint; Safety Yellow and Dixie Gray [the material safety data sheets (MSDS) will be
included in an appendix].

To prevent future uranium contamination outside the buiiding, the holes and joints in the
building walls were sealed in Jate 1989 and early 1990 with the following (MSDSs to be

included in an appendix):

+ Monsanto, Butvar Aqueous Dispersion BR
Dow Corning, 3-6548 Silicone RTV Foam, Part A and B
* Beecham Home Improvement Products, DAP Acrylic Latex Caulk with Silicone.

Page 2-4. Figure 2-3 indicates that there are additional structures associated with the Ecology letter of

building but external to the building waltls, they are as follows: April 3, 1991
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12,

13.

One structure located on the east wall south of the change room
 One structure on the southeast corner of the building
e One structure attached to the center of the south wall,
These are not described in the text nor are they identified in the drawings.

Fcology Requirement: These structures must be described in the text.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be revised acéording]y and the structures will be
identified on drawings.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The drawing will be included in the closure plan indicating the
features in question.

Page 3-1, line 44. "Lathe coolant" is mentioned. Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: State this material's chemical composition and include potential
contaminants it may have acquired during use.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The spent counterbore lathe coolant used for makeup water for
concretion in the 304 Building was Tabco Products, Polar Chip 350L, which was diluted with
water 20:1 (the MSDS will be included in an appendix). Besides uranium, copper-silicon
alloy, Zircaloy-2 alloy and graphite particulates, the only other potential contaminant was
the Chevron, AW Hydraulic 0il 32, used in the counterbore lathe (the MSDS will be included
in an appendix). These lathe coolants will be evaluated for RCRA regulated chemicals and,
if present, will be included in the compliance 1ist. This information will be included in

the text.

LT DTS

Page 3-2, line 15. The plan states, "there are no records of spilis or leaks occurring at Ec§1ogy letter of
the facility."” It does not seem plausible that in over three decades of operations there February 27, 1992
were no leaks or spills; this statement implies that there were not.
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14.

Ecology Requirement: State whether records of spills or leaks were kept; if the records
were not kept, delete this sentence as it is misleading. Refer also to the first paragraph
of page 2-8 of this closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The sentence referred to in the comment will be deleted. MNo records
were kept of spills or leaks that may have occurred. Routine discharges of chemicals to the
process sewer were terminated after March 1975. Until March 1975, all waste liquid
chemicals in the fuels operation were discharged to the process sewer, which discharged into
the North or South Ponds. Therefore, during the nickel plating pilot plant operation in
late 1950's to mid 1960's, the chemicals would have entered the process sewer. The
chemicals used during this period will be included in a table in the revised 304 Concretion
Facility Closure Plan.

The water covering uranium chips and fines and § percent Beryllium/Zircaloy-2 chips in the
incoming drums were drained into the process sewer after passing through the sump to settle
out entrained soiids. The water covering the chips and fines would have contained an
unknown amount of cutting fluid from the lathe operations. Four different types of cutting
fluids have been used. This information will be included in a table and the MSDS will be
added to an appendix.

Page 4-1, tine 48. Contamination from past operations is not discussed.

Ecology Requirement: A1l potential dangerous waste contaminants must be considered; for

example, chemical contamination resulting from the materials described in Chapter 3.0 of
this plan must also be targeted for analysis (see comment number 33).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information on chemicals used in past operations will be
included in Chapter 4.0 and uranium will be adde¢ to Table 4-1. However, potential
contamination from past operations was considered in determining the chemical constituents
for the compliance 1ist (Table 7-1). For example, lead was added to the compliance list
because of operations conducted in the 1950's, a lead-dip canning process.

December 1, 1994

Page 15 of 58

Ecology
Concurrence

Ecology letter of
April 3, 1991

131 L

;r

600"

ol



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

NOD RESPONSE TABLE Page 16 of 58
. : Ecology
No. Comment /Response Concurrence
The information in Section 4.2, 3rd paragraph, will be moved to Chapter 3.0. Additionally,
a photograph of the burned biilets and the Unusual Events Report will be included as an
appendix.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A table will show the chemicals used or stored in the
304 Facility during the various operations over the life of the facility. This table will
be added to Chapter 4.0 of the closure plan.
15. Page 5-1, line 4. The groundwater contamination at this site will be addressed as part of Ecology letter of
the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit for which a draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study November 6, 1990

(RI/FS) work plan was prepared in 1989. No further information is given. While Ecology
accepts that groundwater contamination for this facility is appropriately addressed as part
of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit, the information presented is not adequate.

Ecology Requirement: A brief description of the 300-FFf5 Operable Unit is required. This
description must describe and/or illustrate the following:

Schedule for groundwater cleanup
Groundwater cleanup objectives
e« The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit's boundary.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in Chapter 5.0.

"The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit consists of the aqu1fer beneath the 300-FF-1, 300-FF-2, and
300-FF-3 Operable Units. The operable unit is defined by "the observed and assumed extent
of uranium contamination in the groundwater" (300-FF-5 Operable Unit Work Plan).
Ultimately, the operable unit will include all contamination exceeding applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements emanating from the three operable units detected in
groundwater and sediments below the water table. The Columbia River forms the eastern
boundary of the unit (figures will be included).

The current schedule for the completion of the remedial investigation/feasibility study
process is October of 1996. Following this process, a ROD on the remed1ation of the aquifer

will be handed down, and remediation will begin.
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The remedial action objectives for this operable unit will be based on the following general
objectives: ' )
* Protecting human health by ensuring that applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements will not be exceeded and health risks, as determined through analysis of
all exposure pathways, will be kept at or below acceptable limits.
e Ensuring acceptably tow risks to the environmeﬁt, such as Columbia River Biota."
16. Page 6-1, line 6. The plan states that the clean closure strategy for the faciltity is, "...

contingent upon verifying that constituents originating from the 304 Facility are not
present in concentrations that represent a threat to human health or the environment."”

Ecology Requirement: Consider costs in terms of time, money, and resources in evaluating
the clean closure strategy pursued at this facility. Compare with the costs for closure
based on the clean closure criteria delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2). Refer to the 2101-M
Pond Closure Plan and the Model Toxics Control Act--Cleanup (WAC 173-303) in development for

guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: An exposure scenaric method like the one provided for the
2101-M Pond Closure Plan will be used for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan. The
analysis for the exposure scenario will be conducted when sample analyses are obtained.
The scenario will provide the criteria for comparing element concentrations to the risk to
human health and the environment. These factors will then be evaluated for clean closure.

Ecology Response No. 1: The transcription of Ecology's NOD requirement incorrectly cites
WAC 173-303 for the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). The citation as originally provided
(WAC 173-340) is correct. Refer also to NOD comment number 18.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: This was noted.

Ecoloqgy Response No. 2 {Rev. 1): The language in this section will need to be modified to
reflect the closure option selected from the SCP. In particular the actions to be taken in
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment /Responste
the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with this section, including the
postciosure plan.
DOE—RL(HHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

17. Page 6-1, line 13. In the event that clean closure is not achievable, it is proposed that

the 304 Facility be ‘interim stabilized' and that closure and postclosure, "be performed in
conjunction with the activities for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit."

Ecology Requirement: More information is required to evaluate the acceptability of this
approach. In order to facilitate this approach, the facility may be viewed as consisting of
the three components {(the building, the concrete and asphalt, and the underlying soil).

Each of these parts may be separately evaluated for closure. Ecology will accept an

approach that utilizes the following:
* The building must be removed

» The concrete pad and asphalt Tayer must be removed or cleaned to background
contamination levels

* The soils should be cleaned and/or removed until only background contamination rémains
or if they can only be cleaned to baseline concentration levels (as defined in the 300
Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan) a postclosure plan with provisions for management
under the CERCLA cleanup must be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The approach of separately evaluating the building and concrete
pad or floor from the soil for clean closure will be adopted. An exptanation of this
approach will be included in the closure plan. A clearer definition of action levels and
baseline will be provided (see response No. 4). If the chemical concentrations in the soil
in an area that could have been potentially affected by the 304 Concretion Facility are
below baseline (local background), the soil will be considered 'clean' and the facility will
be clean closed. General contamination in the soil of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit or
contamination from nearby facilities will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process.
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Ecology
No. Commept /Response Concurrence

Ecology Response No. 1: For clean closure, the building and concrete and asphalt pads must

be decontaminated to the contamination levels stipuiated in WAC 173-303-610(2){b) or removed
from the unit boundaries. The approach proposed for the soil cleanup is unacceptable. The
soil must be cleaned to at least area background levels (area background is defined in

WAC 173-340-200). If contamination remains in the soil that exceeds the performance
standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b), then the unit can not be clean closed. A
postclosure plan that provides for management of the unit within the CERCLA cleanup must be

prepared.

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with the above is required. See also comment number 60.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: To facilitate closure, the 304 Concretion Facility will be
viewed as consisting of three components; the building, the floors and pads (concrete and
asphalt), and the soil. These three components will be evaluated separately for closure of
the facility. The building, concrete floor, and the concrete and asphalt pads will be
decontaminated to Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure levels, or removed.

With the exception of an imminent hazard, all necessary soil remediation will be
accomplished under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil within the 304 Facility boundary
is found to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and
health-based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the
304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under CERCLA
is complete. However, if chemical concentrations are below local background (within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit) and health-based standards, the 304 Facility will be considered
closed. As described in the Tri-Party Agreement, any source contamination in the soil from
past operations (such as manufacturing fuel rods) in the 300 Area, will be evaluated and
remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process. Methods used to determine chemical
concentrations for health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible

(e.g., the MTCA, WAC 173-340).

The fliowchart (Figure 6-1) shows the closure strategy for the 304 Facility. Section 8.2,
Postclosure Care, will contain the text shown in response No. 4b.

I 72
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Ecology

Comment /Response Concurrence

18.

Ecology Response No. 2: The acceptability of this proposal will be dependent on conformance

with the Ecology closure policy which is in development. See number 4 for details.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil
closure standards being developed by Ecology, DOE-RL/WHC position on these comments remains

essentially the same.

Ecology Response No. 3 {Rev. 1): Again, the language in this section will need to be
modified to reflect the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unit. In particular
the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be included in the plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4,

Page 6-1, lipe 38. Criteria will be established for contamination levels that pose a UMM of

substantial threat to human health or the environment in order to certify clean closure. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement: This approach must be evalu ted in comparison with the criteria
delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2) (see comment number 16}.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Additional information will be provided for evaluation.
See responses No. 4, 16, and 17.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to establish criteria for contamination
levels that "post a substantial threat to human health or the environment" for certifying
clean closure.

Ecology Requirement: Any criteria developed for threats to human health or the environment
must be based on the cleanup standards of MTCA (WAC 173-340). Any criteria for closure must
have Ecology concurrence. For clean closure, the cleanup standards are stated in

WAC 173-303-610(2)(b).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Methods used to determine chemical concentrations for
health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible. The paragraph
starting with 1ine 30 on page 6-1, will be changed as follows:
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Comment /Response Concurrence

"If the concentration of any constituent identified in Chapter 7.0, Table 7-1, is above the
initial action level (local background), the action level will be reevaluated. This measure
is proposed because contaminate concentrations for soil that may exceed an action level may
also be below any health or environmental-based risk level. Any additional evaluation would
be based on: 1) the type and extent to which the action levels are exceeded, and 2)
assessment of health-based risk. Health-based risk standards will be scientifically and
technically defensible and criteria guidance will be used such as the MTCA, WAC 173-340, the
EPA IRIS database (EPA 1989b), the Human Health Evaluation Manual (EPA 1989a), and other
appropriate information. If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in the soil in
concentrations above action levels, closure for the soil will be complete after the
remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the
exception of imminent hazard, all soil remediation vill take place under the CERCLA RI/FS
process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit."

See comment responses No. 4 and 17.

Ecology Response No. 2: The Ecology policy for closure will cover health-based standards.
See number 4. _

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

fcology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be revised to reference the SCP
regarding closure standards for soils. Also, it wil]l not be possible to leave soil
contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC respors<e No. 4 for comment No. 4.

Page 6-1, line 43. Closure of the facility in conjunction with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit Ecology letter of .
RI/FS is proposed in the case that the clean closure -objectives cannot be met. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: This approach will be evaluated upon receipt of further information
(see comment number 17).
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DOE-RL/WHC Response: The information provided will be revised. See responses No. 4, 16,
and 17.

20. Page 6-2, line 4. Sole use of concrete cores from this facility to establish baseline

values for inorganic and organic contamination is proposed. This is objectionable for a
number of reasons, chief among these are the following:

e This facility may have suffered facility-wide contamination during the Tife of its
operations in which case, the baseline values would be established using contaminated

samples

* This facility has had a number of building additions; more than just one concrete pour
was used to construct this facility. Some of these are in areas with certain
contamination and are, therefore, unsuitable for ‘baseline' samples

» Coring concrete is not a technologically sound method for detecting volatile organics.

Ecology Requirement: Baseline concrete contamination levels established from cores taken at
this facility must be compared to concrete contamination levels from sites not impacted by
past practices. Cleanup levels for clean closure should be established subject to the
results of this comparison. Volatile organic contamination levels must be determined using
thermal desorption mass spectrometry or an equivalent method. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance in sampling and analyzing concrete and associated

subsoils. 3

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Concrete slabs could have wide variations in concentrations of
inorganic elements, depending where the cement and aggregate were obtained. Because of the’
potential for wide variations, a concrete background sample must be taken from the same

pour.

A concrete background sample will be obtained by taking a core of the concrete slab in an

area where contamination is least 1ikely and away from cracks or other potential pathways.
The concrete slabs are approximately 6 inches thick. The core will be cut into four equal
sections perpendicular to the core and each section analyzed. The analytical results from
each section will be compared to determine the baseline for the concrete slab.
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No. Comment /Response Concurrence

The center and lower portion of a 6-inch concrete slab would not be contaminated from the
operations conducted in the 304 Facility, even if the surface was contaminated by some
method (i.e., spill), unless a pathway or crack existed. The contamination assessment
conducted for the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan indicated that water with
solvents would not penetrate the concrete more than 3/8 inch, and TCE and PCE no more than
2 millimeters under the scenario outlined. The scenario would be worse than a worse-case
scenario in the 304 Facility. This information will be included in the text.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background concrete contamination levels. This is not
acceptable.

Ecology Reguirement: Concrete samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used
for establishing a background concrete contamination value.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Although the original proposal for obtaining background samples
is valid, there may be problems in ensuring representative samples because of the aggregate

in the concrete and in the number of samples necessary for statistical validity.

An appropriate alternative method may be the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) to demonstrate the concentrations of constituents in the concrete are below
regulatory concern (i.e., if they are below the TCLP 1imits). They are not deleterious to
the environment or human health. The advantages to this approach would be the use of
established procedures, fewer samples, less impact on the facility, and iess uncertainty in
the results.

Ecology Response No. 2: This approach seems reasonable but too narrow in scope; following
the designation procedure delineated under WAC 173-303-070 will be acceptable. This may not
be sufficient for cliean closure, however, and it will be necessary to closure in accordance
with the N&MWMP closure policy under development. See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Responsé No. 3 (Rev. 1): It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete
background must be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past practices.
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Ecology is requiring that four samples be taken at different concrete "pours" around the
Hanford Facility. These samples will be fully characterized and compared in order to
determine what the potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete
pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly contained in concrete,
and the range of variation in different pours. In addition, it will clarify what, if any,
dangerous waste constituents are commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at
dangerous waste designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in
concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between samples is not
significant statistically, a median value for each element could be determined, and this
median value could possibly be applied to other units undergoing closure at the Hanford
Facility (e.g. 303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the samples for
certain elements, the information obtained through the sampling and analyses will help
determine whether there is a potential designation problem with uncontaminated concrete.
DOE-RL/WHC/PNL must submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval
prior to sampling.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: This comment is a step backward from Ecology's previous position
on obtaining background for concrete samples (see Ecology Response No. 2 for comment 20) and
is not acceptable. The latest proposal from Ecology for obtaining concrete background
samples is not statistically or scientifically defensible.

Concrete at the Hanford Site can have wide variations in concentrations of inorganic
elements, depending where the cement, sand, and aggregate were obtained and the amount of
each used. The concentrations of the inorganic elements could vary as much or more
(depending on the source of the cement, sand, and aggregate) as the concentrations found in
sitewide background study for soil. Because of the potential for these wide variations, any
concrete background samples must be obtained from the same pour as the concrete to be
sampled for contamination. If background samples cannot be obtained from the same pour, an
analytical method must be used that will reduce the possibility of extracting constituents
from the aggregate and sand (i.e., dissoiving part of the aggregate and sand). In addition,
there can be problems in ensuring representative concrete background samples because of the
size and amount 'of the aggregate present and obtaining enough samples necessary for

statistical validity.
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The closure plan will be revised to use the methodology recommended by Ecology at the
December 8, 1992 and February 10, 1993.UMMs. A portion of concrete and asphalt inorganic
analysis samples will first be subject to hot-acid digestion (SW-846 Method 3050) followed
by the appropriate metals analysis. This step determines if there are any metals present
that could posse a potential threat to human health and the environment. The second step is
to subject remaining portion of the concrete and asphalt inorgznic analysis samples to the
Toxic Characteristics Leachate Procedure (40 CFR 261 Appendix II). This part determines if
any of the metallic constituents of concern could leach out of the concrete matrix and pose
a threat to human health and the environment.

Page 6-2, line 12. Baseline contamination levels for asphalt will be established similarly UMM of

to concrete. The same objections apply in this case as in establishing concrete baseline November 17, 1993

contamination levels.

Ecology Requirement: Asphalt contamination levels must also be compared with contamination
levels for samples taken at a site not affected by past practices (see response number 20).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: As with the concrete, the concentration of various elements in
asphalt could vary greatly. Contamination would only penetrate a relatively small amount
into an asphalt pad from a spill or other potential contamination unless a pathway existed.
The center and lower portions of an asphalt pad would not be contaminated unless a pathway
such as a crack existed. Therefore, a core of an asphalt pad divided into several sections
could be used for baseline samples {see response No. 20)}. This information will be included
in the text.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background asphalt contamination levels. This is not

acceptable.

Ecology Requirement: Asphalt samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used
for establishing a background asphalt contamination value.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Asphalt sampling would be accomﬁlished in the same manner as
concrete; taking chip samples and using TCLP methods for analysis. See response No. 20.
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22.

23.

Ecology Response No 2: This approach will be acceptable under the same caveats as for

concerts. See number 20.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No 3 (Rev. 1): A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined

in comment number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No; 4 for comment 20.

Page 6-2, line 15. The process sewer system is scheduled to be addressed under the 300-FF-3

Operable Unit RI/FS process, therefore, it will not be addressed in this closure plan.

Ecology Requirement: At a minimum, the closure plan for the 304 Facility must incorporate

closure of the plumbing system to the point that it meets the process sewer system,

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The process sewer is considered to begin immediately beneath the
building floor (concrete slab). It would be impractical to close any drain or plumbing in
the soil (beneath a concrete slab) separately from the rest of the sewer system.

Ecology Response No. 1: Ecology accepts DOE-RL/WHC's assertion that the process sewer
begins immediately beneath the building floor.

Ecology Reguirement: Ecology will require that the permitting process for the 300 Area
Process Sewers incorporate all sewer lines to the point where they enter a building floor.

Page 6-2, line 19. The plan states, "initial action levels for the inorganic constituents
in the soil samples will be the baseline threshold values obtained from the compositions of
the baseline samples." It is not clear what this statement means.

Ecology Requirement: Define clearly what is meant by "initial action levels." State
clearly which ‘baseline’ samples the soil cleanup levels will be based on. These must be
samples obtained from similar soil types that are not impacted by past practices;
demonstrate that this criterion has been met. Refer to WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) for dangerous
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waste cleanup levels. Refer also to the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for
guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: This statement will be redefined using the information shown in
response No. 4. Additional information on the baseline samples will be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Action levels are defined as chemical concentration levels that
will prompt an action. The initial or first action level the sample analysis data would be
compared to is the local background (within the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit) threshold value
(defined in response No. 4c). The second action level the sample analysis data would be
compared to is health- and environmental-based risk values.

Local background threshold values will be based on soil samples obtained within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. When the location of these samples has been determined, they will
be included in the closure plan. Local background samples will not be taken in places of
obvious contamination from past operations conducted in the 300 Area; however, any general
contamination (if present) from past operations would be included. If general or source
contamination exists, it would be from past practice operations and not from operations
conducted in the 304 Facility.

The local background sample analyses results will be analyzed statistically, using the
tolerance interval test, to determine if the chemical concentrations from each sample are
from a 'hot spot'. The purpose of the tolerance interval approach is to define a
concentration range from local background data within which a large proportion of the
monitoring observations should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall
outside of this range and not be included in the determination of the local background
threshold (the initial action level).

Ecology Response' No, 1: It is not clear if this proposed background determination is to be
used as part of the Hanford Site-Wide background study. If it is not, this should be
clearly stated. If it is, this evaluation of the vadose zone background contaminated vadose
zone data to the 300 Area background data must be between the same soil horizons for this
unit and others, the plan must be expanded to include deeper soil horizons. Refer to the
Hanford Site-Wide soil background study for reference.

a0 05585156



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

NOD RESPONSE TABLE Page 28 of 58
Ecology
No. Comment /Response : Concurrence

In the quoted statement, the first sentence is unsubstantiated and the second sentence is
not in agreement with the general tenor of the Tri-Part Agreement and will not be in
accordance with the closure policy under development by the NAMWMP. The quoted statement , !

should be deleted.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Soil samples from the 304 Concretion Facility will be compared
to local background determined from samples obtained within the 300 Area and are not part of
the Hanford Site-wide background study. Because of the potential for general contamination
throughout the 300 Area from past practice operations, it would be inappropriate to use
Site-wide background for comparison to the 304 Concretion Facility samples. The locations
for the 300 Area local background determinations have not been determined. When these
locations are determined, the information will be added to the closure plan. Information on
the 300 :Area local background sampling can be found in Section 7.3.2.5.1 of the closure

plan.

While it may not be substantiated, it is logical to assume any general contamination in the
300 Area would not be the result of the minor activities associated with the 304 Concretion
Facility. Any general contamination would 1ikely be from past practice operations such as
fuel fabrication activities.

The secdnd sentence is not in the closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The use of 300 area local background Tevels for comparison
to the 304 Concretion unit soil background levels is no longer the appropriate method. In

order to qualify for a "clean closure" under WAC 173-303 it will be necessary to show that
no contaminants remain in the soil that exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels,
as determined by the Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Backqround for the
Hanford Site (Hoover and LeGore. 1991). Following approval by Ecology of this study and the
findings, they will become the standards used for background closures at the Hanford '

Facility.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of DOE-RL and WHC that a TSD unit is
only responsible for the constituents managed at that particular unit. This is
substantiated by WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and {(ii). Because of the potential for wide

BHO589615
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spread contamination in the 300 Area from past practice operations, such as fuel
fabrication, it would be inappropriate to use Site-wide Background (which excluded the
300 Area) for comparison to samples from the 300 Area. Any general contamination would be
from past practice operations and remediated with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

24. Page 6-2. line 29. Verification sampling of soils will be conducted if any soil is removed

as part of the closure strategy. It is not clear what the procedure for verification
sampling is.

Ecology Requirement: Describe the verification sampling procedure in the appropriate
section. Refer to the description here.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to read, "If soil is removed,
verification samples will be collected from the excavation site to determine the
effectiveness of any soil removal. The number of samples collected will be dependant on the
areal extent of contamination encountered, but will be no less than one sample from the area
previously determined to be contaminated."”

Ecology Response No. 1: The proposed language is acceptable, but further information is

required on this topic in the sampling and analysis plan to adequately describe the

verification sampling.

Ecology Requirement: Describe the sampling and analytical parameters for the verification
sampling. This must include the sample size, target analytes, and quality assurance/quality
control plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Because of the position of all soil remediation being conducted
under the CERCLA RI/FS process, the text shown in DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1 has been
deleted.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1)}: With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for
soil remediation to be deferred to the CERCLA process. Text addressing the verification
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section of this closure
plan. This verification sampling should reflect the closure standards of the SCP.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The Soil Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology and the integration of

RCRA and CERCLA remediation are two different issues. The Soil Cleanup Policy as presently

written does nothing to integrate RCRA and CERCLA remediation activities. It is still the

position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate these activities according to the Tri-Party

Agreement. See DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

Because soil remediation will be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process, a discussion of

verification sampling is not necessary in this plan.
25. Page 6-2, line 37. The general closure procedures listed in this section are not consistent UMM of

with the closure flowchart in Figure 6-1. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement: Resolve discrepancies and clarify the closure procedures list and
flowchart as necessary. Revise the plan accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The general closure procedures will be made consistent with the
flowchart shown in Figure 6-1.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart (Figure 6-1) and Section 6.2, General Closure
Procedures, have been revised for consistency.

Ecology Response No. 1: The flowchart is acceptable but will probably require some revision
to accommodate the closure policy currently under development. The proposed text seems a
1ittle sketchy; further details must be provided in later text. It will also need to be
revised to accommodate the closure policy under development. See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP
standards. In particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since deferral to
the CERCLA process is not appropriate,
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate RCRA
and CERCLA activities for soil remediation. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4
and the first paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

26. Page 6-2, line 46. "Baseline" samples’ are mentirned here and elsewhere, this term is not
defined.
Ecology Requirement: ODescribe what a "baseline" sample is. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance.
DOE-RL/WHC Response: A specific definition for baseline will be provided. See response No.
q.

27. Page 6-5, line 15. The plan states that required soil remediation will be performed under

the CERCLA RI/FS process.

Ecology Requirement: Soil remediation must clean to baseline contamination levels as
defined in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan. State or reference the criteria
for soil remediation to be performed under the CERCLA RI/FS process. This would be
appropriately addressed in the postclosure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be expanded to indicate the option of cleaning to
baseline, if feasible. A flowchart will be included in the closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes expanding the text "to indicate the option
of cleaning to baseline if feasible.”

Ecology Requirement: Cleaning the unit's soils to at least area background contamination
levels is not optional. Revise the closure strategy as necessary to reflect this. See
comment numbers 17 and 60. .

DbE-RL/HHC Response No. 2: With the exception of imminent danger, all soil remediation will
be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process. See response No. 17 and the flowchart.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Response No. 2: This is unacceptable, see previous Ecology NOD's for this unit.

Additionally, it will be in conflict with the Ecology closure policy in development. See

number 4 for additional details.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 4 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3}.

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section of the plan must be revised to follow the

SCP. See comment number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.
28. Page 6-5, line 41. Interim stabilization of contaminants due to sources other than this Ecology letter of

facility is discussed in this section. It is not clear how it will be determined that April 3, 1991

contamination is due to operations at this facility rather than another.

Ecology Requirement: State cleariy the criteria for determining if a contaminant is due to
widespread contamination in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Also state what the policy for
widespread contamination originating from the 304 Facility will be (see comment number 27).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: If soil sample analyses taken at the 304 Facility are above the
established baseline (local background) concentration for a particular element shown in
Tabte 7-1, the amount of contamination above baseline was probabiy from the 304 Facility
(see responses No. 4 and 17). Constituents not listed in Table 7-1 (not used in the
facility) will be considered to have been from other facilities.

A postclosure plan is not required if the facility is clean closed.

Ecology Response No. 1: In order to clean close the 304 Concretion Unit, the contamination
levels of dangerous wastes and dangerous waste residues must be decontaminated or removed to
meet the performance standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b).

Ecotogy Requirement: This requirement must be integrated within the closure plan. See
numbers 17 and 60.




No.

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

Comment /Response

29.

30.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The closure strategy and the criteria to obtain closure are
explained in responses No. 4, 17, and 18, and in the flowchart (Figure 6-1).

Ecology Response No. 2 {Rev. 1): The language in this section regarding soil remediation

must be changed. Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be
left for remediation under CERCLA. Also, interim stabilization referenced here must be
explained in greater detail in Chapter 8 . 0, in order for option 2 of the SCP to be
utilized.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first
paragraph of DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

Page 7-1, line 43. One of the objectives of the sampling plan is to establish ‘baseline'
concentrations of contaminants. The applicable standard under WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is
background or designation levels depending on the contaminant.

Eco]odv Requirement. Clearly define what is meant by ‘baseline' concentrations. Describe
this in terms of background contamination levels if necessary. Revise the plan so that
compliance with the requirements of WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is achievable (see comment numbers
18 and 26).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A clear definition of baseline will be provided (see responses No. 4
and 17).

Page_7-1, line 49. A brief reference to sampling methods in SW-846 is made.

|
Ecology Requirement: The sampling and analysis methods acceptab]e are stipulated in
WAC 173-303-110. The methods to be used should be presented in a table for clarity. Refer
to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance.

' |
DOE-RL/WHC Response: All analysis methods will be summarized in tabular form. Deviation
from the standard analytical methods of SW-846 will be described in the text or appendices.
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31. Page 7-2. Some items are duplicated in the flowchart depicted in Figure 7-1. It also has
: two legends.
Ecology Requirement: Revise Figure 7-1 to eliminate dup1ic§tion.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. I: Figure 7-1 will be revised to remove the duplication and the
extraneous caption.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart in Figure 7-1 has been clarified and the
duplication removed.
32. Page 7-3, line_1. Sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil is proposed. This is deficient;

sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil will not adequately describe the contamination at
this site.

Ecology Requirement: Develop a sampling and analysis plan that will determine the
contamination at this site as reguired under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a). Refer to comment
number 32 of the 303-K Storage Facility Closure Plan NOD.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information to date suggests any potential organic or inorganic
contamination from the 304 Facility would be located in the upper most part of the soil
column. However, the soil sampling depth will be reevaluated using contamination scenarios
and assessments similar to those presented in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan.
The objective of these assessments will be to determine the most Yikely location in the soil
column of any potential contamination from this facility. The information will be presented
and discussed with Ecology in a future unit managers meeting.

Ecology Response No. 1: Development of a soil Sambling plan based on the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator (300 ASE) is inappropriate; the 300 ASE is located on top of a burial ground.

Ecology Requirement: The soil sampling plan must address vadose zone contamination at this.
unit.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The previous response referencing the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan was in error. The reference should have been to the 2101-M Closure

Plan.

It can be shown that concentrations of inorganic constituents added to the soil by sorption
from an effluent containing even drinking water levels of these constituents are greatest in
the upper few millimeters, and decrease with increased thickness of the soil column.

Because of the well-known process of sorption (Conway 1982, Freeze and Cherry 1979,

CRC 1984), any contamination remaining in the soil would be the result of equilibrium
reactions and/or irreversible sorption. In either case, residual contamination would be
most concentrated in the uppermost part of the soil column, with rapidly decreaSIng
concentrations downward. Therefore, the uppermost part of the soil column is most likely to

contain contamination, if it is present.

It is also indicated that any contamination of the soil by organic solvents associated with
the facility is 1ikely to be small and, if present, dominate in the uppermost part of the
soil column. The only possibility for contamination of the soil is the one-time wash down
of the inside of the building following the repackaging of the degreaser solvents (no spills
were reported). The wash down was the last activity to occur in the building and was
performed with a garden hose. Most of the water was flushed to the builiding sumps and thus

the process sewer,

‘The only pathway for the organic contaminates to the soil would have involved the transport

of a very small fraction of this water to the soil through cracks in the concrete floor.
Because of the relatively small amount of potentially contaminated water, the general lack
of evaporation under the concrete floor, and the tendency for such water to be retained in
the soil, any potential organic contamination from this source is most 1ikely to be present

in the upper part of the soil column.

Because the potential contamination from the 304 Facility would remain in the upper part of
the soil column, a maximum sampling depth of 2 feet would be adequate. During soil
sampling, a samp]e will be obtained at the surface, at 1 foot, and at 2 feet.
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THE 304 CONCRL{ION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

Ecology Response No. 2: While it is correct that sorbed contaminants would be expected to
be in the uppermost layer, assuming that all contaminants will sorb is not correct. See,
for example, Freeze and Chorry 1979 or W. B. Mills et al., Journal of Association of Ground

Water Scientists and Engineers, March-April 1991.

Samples must be taken at the soil-concrete and soil-asphalt interfaces, one foot, two feet,
and three feet depths. The closure plan must describe the sampling methods, sample size,
and analytical methods to be employed. The closure plan must also have detailed provisions
for the case where contamination is detected at three feet (the lowest horizon). This
contingency. must be provided for in the scheduling of the closure activities. Mare
specifically, the closure plan must have plans for resampling to greater depths and

removal /remediation of contamination at depths greater the initial soil sampling. In
addition, all phases if the closure activities must occur in a timely fashion (inciuding any
resampling and removal/remediation necessary). See number 23.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The soil sampling for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
now states that samples will be taken at the surface, 1 foot, 2 feet, and 3 feet. However,
it is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to a maximum of three feet.
Any deeper sampling and analyses will be conducted during the CERCLA RI\FS process.

See response No. 4 DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3. _

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be re-evaluated in light of the SCP.
Sampling plans for the various scenarios possible at the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained fully. For example, it will be necessary to characterize the soil beneath the
304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the soil with the SCP. Once the soil has
been characterized it can be determined what closure option is most appropriate.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to
a maximum of 3 feet. Any deeper sampling and analyses will be conducted during the
investigation and remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Soil will be sampled under the
floor and pads where potential pathways (e.g., cracks and Jo1nts) to the soil ex1bt

See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4. .

Ty
A0

Lo 15

b

8075



No.

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

Comment /Response

33.

34.

35.

Page 7-3, line 10. The plan states it was, "developed to determine the presence of

304 Facility derived contaminants that are regulated by Ecology." It is not clear how this
plan will determine which contaminants are "304 Facility derived." Nor is it clear what
criteria were used to restrict the analyses to tke elements and/or compounds listed in

Table 7-1.

Ecology Requirement: The sampling and analyses must be designed to detect the regulated
contamination at the site regardless of the source of the contaminants. Describe also how
this phase of the cleanup will be integrated with the CERCLA remediation. See the 300 Area
Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance (see comment number 14).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 4, 14, 17, 27, 28, and 35.

The elements and compounds listed in Table 7-1 are the RCRA-regulated substances from the
material treated or used in past operations in the 304 Facility.

Page_7-3, line 25. Sampling activities are described in very general terms. The sampiing
activities will not be adequate to accomplish the objectives for closure.

Ecology Reguirement: Under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(v), the closure plan must include a
detailed description of the sampling and analysis methods to be employed. Revise the plan

to comply with this requirement (see comment number 30).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Further detail on the sampling activities and procedures can be found
later in the text. Section 7.3 is dedicated to the description of sampling procedures,
location selection, and quality assurance and quality control. A quality assurance project
plan will be included as an appendix.

Page 7-4. }Tab?e 7-1 lists a limited number of the potential compliance constituents at the
304 Facility.

Ecology Requirement: The analysis to be performed must cover a more comprehensive range of

chemicals; the analyses should not be 1imited to dete¢t only the contaminants resulting from

concretion operations (see comment numbers 33 and 34).
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The compliance constituents for the 304 Facility are listed in
Table 7-1. These constituents are the hazardous substance used in the building and would be
the only potential contaminants in the building. These are the substances to be evaluated
for closure. Any contamination in the soil by other substances will be evaluated under the
CERCLA RI/FS process.

Ecology Response No. 1: Because of the past uses of this building, it is not possible to
determine conclusively what type of contaminants will be expected due to past practices.
For clean closure, it is required that all dangerous wastes or waste residues (including
soil) be cleaned or removed to the performance standards stipulated in

WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). Levels of contamination in the soils above these performance
standards but below area background values may be managed under the CERCLA cleanup if this
is provided for within the postclosure plan.

Ecology Requirement: Revise the closure plan to comply with the above. See comments 17 and
60.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the
waste treated and stored over the life of the 304 Facility are known. The newly added table
(see response No. 14) will be reevaluated to determine if any potentially hazardous
substance was omitted from the compliance 1ist (Table 7-1) of the closure plan. According
to WAC 173-303-610, the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous substances managed at
the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from operations in the 300 Area will be
evaluated and remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

See responses No. 4, 17, and 18.

Ecology Response No. 2: The reevaluation is acceptable but implementation may be impacted
by the closure policy under development (as discussed at the February 12, 1991, UMM). See

number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 {DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the
expansion of the soil analyte parameters to include full characterization of the soils
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36.

37.

underlying the 304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In regard to the constituents to
be analyzed, all of the analytes included in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in
this sampling plan should be included in the data report . In other words, for SW- 846

method 6010, all of the elements listed in Table 1 of that section should be included in the

analyses. These expanded analyte parameters will add to the information available for
evaluating the potential contamination at the 304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals

stored here in the past.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the
waste treated and stored over the 1ife of the 304 Facility are known. According to

WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and (ii)}, the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous
substances managed at the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from past practice
operations or other TSD units in the 300 Area will be evaluated and remediated
appropriately.

Page 7-3, line 44. The Environmental Investigations and Site Characterization Manual (EII,
WHC-CM-7-7) 1is referenced. This document has not yet been reviewed in full by Ecology.

Ecology Requirement: Acceptance of referenced procedures in the EII is pending, subject to
approval by Ecology.

|
DOE-RL/WHC Response: The Environmental Investigations and Site Characterization Manual
(WHC-CM-7-7) has been submitted to Ecology and wi.1 be included in the Site-wide Part B
permit application. The procedures will be impiemented at the 304 Concretion Facility
pending approval from Ecology. No changes to the text are necessary.

Page 7-5, line 3. The plan states, "wipe samples will be collected according to standard
sampling techniques ...." No reference to the source of these standard techniques is given.

Ecology Requirement: The specific source(s) for these standard sampling techniques must be
referenced. Accepted sampling and testing methods are given in WAC 173-303-110. Deviations
from these methods must be described within the closure plan and approved by Ecology prior
to implementation.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The wipe sampling procedure was based on the procedure in A
Compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA P-87-001 (OSWER Directive 9335.0-14),

The specific procedure is found in Section 13.1 of the referenced document. This
information will be provided in the closure plan. Enhancements to the procedure will be
fully described in the closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1 (Rev. 1): The information contained in DOE-RL/WHC response number 1
concerning the EPA wipe sampling procedure "A compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA
P-87-001", has not been added to this section. If it has been added to this section, or
another section of this plan, it can be pointed out at the next Unit Managers meeting, and
this issue will be closed. However, if it has not been added, it must be included before
this issue can be closed.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The procedure in A Compendium of Superfund Field Methods,
EPA P-87-001 (OSWER Directive 9335.0-14) is referenced in the 304 Concretion Facility

Closure Plan, Revision 1 on Page 7-6 in Section 7.3.2.4.1.3, Surface Sampling Methodology.
Page 7-5, line 4. The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the organic UMM of
compounds tisted in Table 7-1. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement: Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential organic
contaminants in the 304 Facility (see comment number 35).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The organic compounds and their degradation compounds listed in
Table 7-1 are the organic chemicals that were repackaged in the facility. These substances
are the only regulated organic compounds associated with the facility and will be evaluated
for closure (see response No. 35).

Ecology Response No. I: Analysis for only a limited number of organic. compounds is
proposed, see comment number 35. -

Ecology Requirement: A more comprehensive list of organic analytes must be evaluated.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The organic compounds listed in the closure plan and on the
compliance 1ist (Table 7-1), along with their degradation products, are the only organic
chemicals associated with the 304 Facility. According to WAC 173-303-610, the facility is
responsible for the chemicals used in the facility. Therefore, analysis and evaluation of
other organic chemicals are not required.

Ecology Response No. 2: This is unacceptable. See number 35.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC
Response No. 2, comment 38.

Ecology Response No. 3: See comment number 35

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 35.

39. Page 7-5, line 6. The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the inorganic Ecology letter of
contaminants listed in Table 7-1. November 6, 1990
Ecology Requirement: Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential inorganic
contaminants in the 304 Facility. |
DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 35.

40. Page 7-5. This section describes the sampling and analysis method. For waste 'designation, Ecology letter of
.the procedures required are stipulated under WAC 173-303-110 (see comment number 35). February 27, 1992

Ecology Requirement: The descriptions provided should have deviations from the methods
stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 clearly delineated. These must be approved by Ecology prior
to implementation. !

DOE-RL/WHC Response: No standard procedure exists to sample metal walls and girders. This
procedure was derived from the standard EPA wipe sampling procedure (see response to comment
No. 37).
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42.

Page 7-17, line 1. Replace the method for obtaining concrete chip samples with a method

similar or equivalent to that described in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure will be revised as follows.

"Removal of the concrete samples will be performed 'dry' to eliminate any contamination
effects by coring or cutting lubricants. Chip samples will be collected by cutting a
set of grooves, 1.63 to 2 inches apart, approximately 10.5 inches long, in the surface
of the concrete. The grooves will be cut at least 2' inches deep and one groove will be
angled about 30 degrees toward the other to yield a narrow triangular sample segment
between the bottoms of the grooves. Cross grooves, perpendicular to the ends of the
sample grooves will permit the sample to be broken by prying out from the surface to
yield .a prism-shaped sample piece with an intact surface layer.

Commercial equipment for cutting grooves is available. The equipment operates dry by
pneumatically driven impact bits. The bits are readj1y cleaned to eliminate
cross-contamination between samples." |

|
Page 7-18, 1ine 50. Background sampting will be performed throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable
Unit. This operable unit has not been examined for patterns of contamination yet. It is
not clear how it will be determined that the sampling sites chosen are not subject to
‘hotspot' contamination from past practices.

Ecology Requirement: Describe how it will be documented that the background sampling sites
in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit are not contaminated from past practices. Also clarify if the
intent of this phase of the sampling plan is to determine.‘baseline' contamination rather

than background.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Samples collected from various locations in the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit wiil be used to determine baseline (local background) concentrations.
These analyses will be used to evaluate clean closure for the 304 Facility.
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43.

44,

Hot spots will be determined using statistical analysis. The concentrations will be
evaluated to determine if there is more than one population. The following information will
be included in the text.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The tolerance interval test will be used to determine the
statistical evidence for 'hot spots' in the local background data. The purpose of the
tolerance interval approach is to define a concentration range (local background threshold)
from local background data, within which a 1arge proportion of the monitoring observations
should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall outside of this range and not
be included in the action level determination.

Page 7-19, line. Background soil sampies will be taken to a depth of 1 foot.

Ecology Requirement: The background sampling must be done at depths appropriate for

comparison with the soil samples taken under the 304 Facility (i.e., samples from the same
soil horizons may be compared). These background sampies should also be taken in a manner
that they will be adequate for use in the future for examining the pattern of contamination

in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The baseline soil sampling program will match the soil sampling
program (depth) determined to be necessary for the facility (see response No. 32).

Page 7-19, line 9. Concrete and asphalt ‘baseline' samples will be taken from the outside
storage pad and floor of the building. This area is subject to contamination from past
operations.

Ecology Requirement: Background samples for the concrete and asphalt must be taken in an
area that has not been exposed to contamination.

DOE~RL/WHC Response No. 1: Concrete and asphalt baseline samples will be located, as much
as possible, away from activities and potential pathways in the facility (see responses
No. 20 and 21).
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45.

46.

47.

48.

Ecology Response No. 1: Concrete and asphalt background samples may not be obtained within

a TSD unit.

Ecology Requirement: Refer to comment numbers 20 and 21.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See responses No. Zofand 21.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): See comment numbers 20 and 21.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC respoﬁse No. 4 for comments No. 20 and 21.

Page 7-19, line 47. Typographical error. The pé'iod is missing at the end of this line.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected.

Page 7-21, line 2. Soil samples will be taken to a depth of 1 foot through the core holes
left from sampling cracks.

Ecology Requirement: Soil sampling must be done to.a depth adequate for determining the
extent of soil contamination.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 32.

Page 7-26, line 51. Typographical Error. There is a page break after "manner."

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected.

Page 7-27, line 21. Equipment blanks will be used to determine if equipment decontamination

procedures are adequate. These samples are collected at the final distilled water rinse in
the decontamination procedure. Distilled water will not necessarily dissolve all types of

contamination. In other words, contamination may still be present, but not dissolved by the

water and will, therefore, not be detected.
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49.

50.

Ecology Requirement: Utilize a method that will detect a wider range contamination on the
equipment in order to assess the decontamination procedures. Refer to EII 5.5, Rev. I,

Section 674, Quality Control.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: As written, the section on equipment blanks is misteading. This blank
is a field quality control method. It is not intended to be used as the method to verify
decontamination of equipment. Decontamination of equipment is performed according to

EIT 5.5. The field equipment blank method is used as a quality check on the equipment.

This method has been taken from SW-846. The equipment blank paragraph will be replaced by
the following.

"Equipment blanks serve as a check on sampling device cleanliness. An equipment blank
is comprised of distilled water, which is transported to the site, opened in the field,
and poured over or through the sample collection device, collected in a sample
container, and returned to the laboratory for analysis. These samples will be
collected daily."

Page 7-30. line 2. The plan states, "... seals should be attached so that the seal must be Ecology letter of
broken to open the container." November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: Replace the word "should" with "must" in the above statement.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The sentence will be revised to read: *"seals must be attached so that
the seal must be broken to open the container.™

Page 7-31, Tine 45. Procedures for personnel decontamination will be provided in a sitewide UMM of

health and safety plan. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement: These procedures must be discussed within the closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A Hanford Site-wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared to
describe health and safety activities for sampling activities. The plan is currently
undergoing final comment incorporation and is expected to be completed by the end of the
calendar year.
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51.

Comment /Response

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes that the requirement for the unit-specific
personnel decontamination procedures be provided in the Hanford Site-Wide Health and Safety

Plan.

Ecology Requirement: The unit-specific plan must be presented within the unit's closure
plan. It is anticipated that the health and safety plan for the 304 Concretion unit will be
more detailed than that for the site-wide. Refer to comment number 54. :

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared and will be
referenced in the closure plan. In addition, the 304 Facility-specific health and safety
plan will be prepared before sampling and added to the closure plan at that time. This plan
is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will be prepared in accordance with EII 2.2,
Preparation of Hazardous Waste Operation Pernmit.

Ecology Response No. 2: This is not acceptable. This plan must be submitted prior to
approval of the closure plan; sufficient time for Ecology review is required. The health

and safety plan must be included with the next submittal.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC
Response No. 2, comment 50.

Ecology Response No, 3 (Rev. 1): As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers
meeting, it may be acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of an example Hazardous
Waste Operation Permit to Ecology. The exact details of the timing of HASP submittal and the
sampling plan/closure plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: An example of a Hazardous Waste Operations Permit will be sent
to Ecology. '

Page 7-32, line 17. The plan states that analyscts will be performed according to SW-846
requirements except for uranium which will be determined by the *SCINTREX UA-3 method. No
discussion of the specific SW-846 methods is made, nor are the specific analytes mentioned.

December 1, 1994
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
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No. Comment /Response
Ecology Requirement: A1l analysis planned should be presented in a table which gives the
following information:
* Sampling method
¢ Analytical method
* Analyte(s)
+ Contract detection Timit(s).
DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure for using the SCINTREX UA-3 Method will be referenced in
the closure plan and a copy provided to Ecology. The analytical method for each analyte
will be included in a table.
52.  Page 7-32, line 34. Non-standard analytical methods will be approved by a Westinghouse

Hanford contracts representative. No criteria are discussed.

Ecology Requirement: Any substantial changes to standard analytical methods must be
presented within the closure plan for approval. Criteria for determining what constitutes a
substantial change to a method must be included in the closure plan for approval by Ecology.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The analysis method in SW-846 is limited to the detection of
gross alpha and beta only. The SCINTREX UA-3 laser method is better suited to detect
uranium. Lines 34 and 35 will be deleted and the procedure will be referenced. A copy of
the procedure will be provided to Ecology.

Ecology Response No. 1: This is acceptable if uranium testing is the only variance from the
analytical methods stipulated in WAC 173-303-110.

.Ecology Requirement: Any analytical methods which deviate significantly from the methods

stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 must be submitted to Ecology to determine acceptance prior to
their use,
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53.

54.

Page 7-33, line 4. A decommissioning work plan is mentioned but not described in any Ecology letter of
detail. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: The information covered in the decommissioning work plan must be
approved by Ecology prior to implementation. This information must be presented within the

closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A 'decommissioning work plan' is a generic term for the implementation
procedure used to provide specific field direction to workers performing the decontamination
and demolition. The general decontamination information is included in

Sections 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 of the closure plan. The decommissioning work plan will specify
sufficient detail for field implementation of the items addressed in these sections.

The decommissioning work plan will be included as an appendix in the closure plan.

This will take place just before the work begins.

Page 7-33, line 8. The health and safety plan specific to the 304 Facility is not yet UMM of
prepared and, therefore, not presented in the closure plan. November 17, 1993 .

Ecology Requirement: The 304 Facility health and safety plan must be presented within the
closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. l: The 304 Facility Health and Safety Plan will be prepared and
included in the closure plan. This plan is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will
be prepared in accordance with EII 2.2, Preparation of Hazardous Waste Operations Permit. t—
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See response No. 50.

Ecoloqy Response No. 1: See number 50.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 50 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1}: See response number 50.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment 50.
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55. Page 7-33, line 12. Standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation work procedures are mentioned
but not discussed.
Ecology Requirement: Describe the standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation work procedures.
DOE-RL/WHC Response: Standard WHC radiation work procedures will not be discussed further
in the text. Personnel safety will be fully described in the Site-wide Health and Safety
Plan and in the Site Specific Health and Safety Plan (also known as the Hazardous Waste
Operations Permit)}. The site-specific health and safety plan will be included in an
appendix in the closure plan.

56. Page 7-33, line 23. The plan states that, "excess sample material will be containerized as
described previously." :
Ecology Requirement: Reference the section where this is described.
DOE-RL/WHC Response: Disposal procedures of unknown or suspect waste materials are
controlled by EII 4.2 Interim Control of Unknown, Suspected Hazardous and Mixed Waste.
The reference will be provided in the text in addition to the summary already provided.

57. Page 7-33, line 37. The training courses and activities are listed by title, but the course

contents are not described.

Ecology Requirement: Describe the course contents and 1ist which training is required for
individual job classifications.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The information provided in the text on training requirements is
sufficient for the purposes of this closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1: Although Ecology requested information regarding training, the
DOE-RL/WHC states that the information provided is, "sufficient for the purposes of this
closure plan." The information presented is not adequate.
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

NOD RESPONSE TABLE Page 50 of 58
Ecology
No. Comment /Response . Concurrence

Ecolegy Requivement: Describe the course contents and list which training is required for
individual job classifications.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The following text, table, and appendix will be added to the
closure ptan in the appropriate place.

"Al1l persdnne1 involved with the closure procedure of the 304 Facility, will receive a
level of dangerous waste training commensurate with their position. Personnel are
generally 'placed into two job categories, Operations Manager and Supervisors, and

Nuclear Operators.

* Operations Manager and Supervisors are responsible for supervising, coordinating, \
and directing the activities of nuclear operators. \

* Nuclear Operators are responsible for sampling, packaging, and handling of
dangerous waste, nonradioactive as well as radioactive material.
|

‘ ‘ ~£3
Table 7-4 lcontains a matrix that relates job categories to the individual training owen
course. Appendix E contains brief descriptions of selected training courses, iincluding £
descriptions of the target audience, instructional technique, evaluation method, length =

of course,’ and frequency of retraining."” |

Ecology Response No. 2: This is not adequate because it is too narrow in scope. For
example, the 304 Concretion Facility has radiation zones, but RPT's are not covered. Expand
the training section to cover all of the personnel which are required to be present during

the closure activities.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The training plan has been expanded' to cover all the personnel
that may be required to be present during closure activities. This information is included
in Section 7.3.12.3 and Appendix E of the closure plan.
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58.

59.

Page 7-35, line 24. Low-Tevel radioactive mixed waste (LLRMW), will be kept onsite until a
treatment, storage, and/or disposal facility is available.

Ecology Requirement: State where and how this material will be stored. In no case will

storage of LLRMW at a nonpermitted facility be allowed that exceeds the 90-day storage
Timit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to indicate that low-level radioactive
mixed waste will not be stored at a nonpermitted facility for period in excess of 90 days.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Page 7-24, bullet on line 24 will be modified to read as
follows.

"If the building demolition material is dangerous, low-level radicactive mixed waste
(LLRMW), it will be transferred to the Central Waste Complex for interim storage and
future treatment or disposal. Hanford Site requirements for radioactive solid waste
packaging, storage, and disposal (WHC 1990) will be followed when preparing waste for

storage and/or disposal."

Willis, N. P., 1990, Hanford Site Radicactive Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria,
WHC-EP-0063-2, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

Page 7-35, line 31. Disposal of materials that are not dangerous or radioactive mixed waste
will be disposed of in an onsite rubble pit or the central landfill.

Ecology Requirement: Although building materials are not subject to the Dangerous Waste
Regulations, they must be disposed of at a solid waste landfill which meets the minimal
functional standards in WAC 173-304 or other more stringent local standards. Document that
wastes are disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and modify the

text accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The section will be changed to read as follows, "If the material is
not dangerous and is not LLRMW, the demolition rubble will be disposed of at a solid waste
Tandfill, which meets the standards in WAC 173-304 and applicable local standards.®
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60. Page 7-35, line 39. The plan states, "soils affected by other operations will be left in UMM of
place and managed under CERCLA." This criterion is not appropriate; soils impacted in a November 17, 1993

larger portion of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit will be appropriately addressed under the
CERCLA cleanup, but only if the 304 treatment, storage, and/or disposal unit is affected, it
should be cleaned under the RCRA closure, . .

Ecology Requirement: Restate this criterion to reflect the above.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The sentence will be changed to read as follows, "Soils affected
by other facilities in the 300 Area will be left in place and managed under CERCLA."

Ecology Response No. 1: There appears to be some confusion about the strategy acceptable to
Ecology. This unit is being permitted to close under WAC 173-303, therefore, the
performance standards of WAC 173-303-610 must- be met. Ecology has determined that if clean
closure of the soils to these standards is not appropriate due to wide-spread contamination
throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, then the soils must be cleaned to a local area

background contamination levels and the RCRA postclosure must be managed within the e
requirements of the CERCLA closure. &
Ecology Requirement: Ecology will accept a closure plan in which soils with contamination o
levels exceeding the performance standards stipulated under WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) may be LI
left in place under the following two conditions: —

* The contamination levels do not exceed the area background contamination levels present =

throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit

* The RCRA postclosure plan provides for management of the 304 Concretion Unit within the
CERCLA cleanup.

Revise the closure plan accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The closure strategy for the 304 Facility is presented in
responses No. 4, 17, 18, and the flowchart (Figure 6-1).
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Comment /Response Concurrence

Ecology Response No. 2: See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 4 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

tEcology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): The SCP will 1mpact this section. Namely, it is not
acceptable to leave contaminated soils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place
for remediation under the CERCLA.process.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first
paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

Page 7-35, line 46. The plan mentions RCRA-Tisted contaminants. The applicable regulatory Ecology letter of
listing is the Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations, WAC 173-303. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: Revise the text accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The text will be revised. "RCRA-listed contaminates," will be deleted
and ‘WAC 173-303' will be referenced. '

Page 7-36, line 5. All equipment will be decontaminated or disposed of, "according to UMM of
regulatory requirements.” November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement: State clearly what is meant by the above statement.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The sentence will be revised to read: "In addition, all
equipment used during closure activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to
EIls 4.2, 5.4, and 5.5.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC states, "... equipment used during closure
activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to EIIs 4.2, 5.4, and 5.5."

Ecology Reguirement: This is acceptable pending Ecology's review of the cited Ells.
Ecology anticipates that these will be reviewed as part of the development of the Hanford
Site-Wide Permit.
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63.

64.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): There are portions-of'these documents, particularly

E.I.I. 4.2, that are not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this
facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected hazardous waste until
after the waste has been verified as dangerous waste or it meets the requirements of section
6.4 of E.I.I. 4.2. In general, these documents are open-ended and vague, and do not
consistently comply with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write specific
requirements for decontamination and interim storage of suspected dangerous waste than to

try to change the E.I.I.'s.
DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The EII 4.2 is being revised.

Page 7-36, line 11. Closure of the 304 Facility will begin after approval by Ecology Ecology letter of
according to the schedule presented in Figure 7-15. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: Some of the items on the closure schedule must be reviewed by Ecology
prior to approval of the closure plan and are, therefore, required to be presented within
the plan. For example, the health and safety plan and the work pian must be reviewed.
Revise the closure plan and schedule accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 50, 53, and 55. Preparation of health and safety
plans and decommissioning work plans will be removed from the schedule. These are
lower-tier documents for a job-specific site and do not require Ecology approval.

Page 7-37. A greenhouse is referenced in the closure schedule. UMM of

November 17, 1993
Ecology Requirement: #Design drawings and performance specifications must be included within
the work plan for this structure.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following will be included in the closure plan.

"Depending on the surface area, method, material, and location of areas to be
decontaminated, a wood frame greenhouse may be necessary to control the spread of
low-level radiolegical and hazardous contaminants. This greenhouse will provide a
negative air pressure [via high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter equipped
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exhauster], airlock entry and exits, and other attributes similar to an asbestos work
enclosure described by EPA in Asbestos Waste Management Guidance [Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) Regulations, 29 Code of federal Regulations (CFR)
1926.58 Appendix F)."

Page 8-1, line 25. Replace, "(legal description of 304 Concretion Facility Site)," with the

legal description.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The WAC 173-303-610(10) does not require this information if the
facility is clean closed. In addition, the information would not be provided until after
remediation because the size of the area remediated would not be known.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC argues that a legal description of the unit is not
required at this time because: a) it is not required under WAC 173-303 if the unit is clean
closed, or b) if it is not clean closed, the information would not be provided until after
remediation because the size of the area to be remediated would not be known.

Ecology Requirement: In order to plan a cleanup of this unit, it is necessary to know the
boundaries. Ecology realizes that there is some difficulty in obtaining the precise legal
boundaries at this point in time, however, we also recognize that boundaries must be
determined in order to determine the scope of the cleanup for this unit. Provide the legal
description of this unit when the information is available. In the interim, provide a
description and illustration of the boundaries of this unit for use in the closure of the
unit. Note that the asphalted area surrounding the building will be considered part of this
unit. The sampling plan must be revised to incorporate this area.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: For the purpose of closing the 304 Facility, the boundaries of
the facility have been determined to be halfway to the neighboring facility on the east,
west, and south and to the street on the north. The boundary is illustrated in Figure 2-3.
This figure will be added to the closure plan. The asphalt on the sides of the building
will be included in the sampling plan.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The legal description of the facility has not been added
to the postclosure section. Page 8-1, line 25.

December 1, 1994
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The resolution to this comment was accepted by Ecology (see
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2). The figure referred to in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2 for this
comment, along with the boundary discussion, is located in the 304 Concretion Facility
Closure Plan, Revision 1. The discussion is located in the first paragraph of Section 2.2
on Page 2-1 of the closure plan. The figure is located on Page 2-4.

Page 8-2, line 10. No postclosure plan is provided and none will be until it is shown that
the site.is not remediable under the CERCLA closure effort.

- Ecology Requirement: A postclosure pltan with provisions for management under the CERCLA

cleanup effort must be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A postclosure plan is not required unless the facility is not
clean closed. If the soil cannot be clean closed, a section will be added to the closure
plan describing the interim stabilization and care before remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS
process.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to provide a postclosure ptan if the soil
can not be clean closed which will describe, "... the interim stabilization and care prior
to remediation under the CERCLA RI/fS process." This is not adequate for the purposes of a
postclosure plan. The postclosure plan must be provided with the closure plan. It must
provide for management of the unit through the CERCLA closure process. Refer to

WAC 173-303-610(7) for guidance. It will not be necessary to implement the postclosure plan
if the performance standards of WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) for clean closure are met.

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with the above is required.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The text shown in response No. 17 will be added to the closure
ptan. This text indicates the steps that will be taken between closure of the building and
remediation of the soil by the CERCLA RI/FS process if the soil requires remediation from
contamination caused by operations conducted in the 304 Facility.

Ecology Response No. 2: See number 4.

December 1, 1994
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 50 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1)}: All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion

unit must be explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the postclosure plan
if one of the options for this unit is to leave dangerous waste and/or constituents in
place. In the past DOE-RL/WHC have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste
in place in the soil. If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application. WAC 173-303-610
calls for -the postclosure plan to be submitted with the permit application within 90 days
following the decision by the owner or operator or the department that the unit must be
closed as a landfill (i.e., dangerous waste will be left in place upon closure).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The DOE-RL and WHC have not stated that the intention is to
jeave waste in place in the soii at this unit. The DOE-RL and WHC have stated that, with
the exception of an imminent health threat, all soil remediation will take place under the
CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. A final decision on the remediation of
the soil will not be made until after sampling is complete and the ROD for the operable unit
is prepared. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first paragraph of
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24,

Section 9.0, References. Some of the documents referenced are outdated and have been
superseded by more recent information. For example, the document by T.L. Jones, 1978,
Sediment Moisture Relations: Lysimeter Project 1976-1977 Water Year, could be replaced by
PNL 6400 or a more recent document.

Ecology Requirement: Review the documents referenced and use the most recent accurate
information available. Decade old reports are not acceptable if more recent information is

available,

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The documents referenced in the closure plan will be reviewed to
ensure that the most appropriate up-to-date references are used.

December 1, 1994
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69.

Page B-1, line 2. The table title indicates a 5 percent frequency.

Ecology Requirement: Describe what this 5 percent frequency refers to.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The 5-percent frequency refers to a random sampling of 5 percent
of the gridded sections that are shown on the sampling diagrams. Each area to be sampled
has been broken down into 1 meter grids, 5 percent of which will be randomly sampled.
Because this information is not relevant to random number tables, it will be deleted.

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC explains the table title indication of a 5 percent
frequency.

Ecology Reguirement: This type of information should be provided in the quﬁ]ity assurance/
quality control section of the closure plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan in
development for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A random 5-percent sampling of the l-meter-square gridded area
is stated in Section 7.3.2.5, Sampling Locations.

Ecology Response No. 2 {(Rev. 1): The wording following the dash in the Table B-1 title
should be deieted. The new title will read: "The 304 all Sampling Locations.n Please note
that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the other table titles in B-2
as necessary.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The changes will be made as suggested by Ecology.

Section 8: There is no discussion of the notice to the local land use authority.

Ecology Reguirement: Add wording that includes the notice to the local Tand-use authority
per the requirements of WAC 173-303-610(9).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A sub-section will be added to Chapter 8.0, 'Postclosure', that
includes the notice to the local land-use authority.

December 1, 1994
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